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Who are these children and why are they homeless? What are their
housing, health, and educational needs? How has our country respond-
ed to their situation? This Report Card answers these questions. Ending
child homelessness is within our reach, but we must act now before it
becomes a permanent feature of the American landscape.
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About the National Center on Family Homelessness
The National Center on Family Homelessness is determined to end family homelessness. While
sheltering a family provides safe haven, this is only temporary. Connecting families to permanent
housing and critical supports and services, can change their lives forever.
Through research, we learn what families need to rebound from the economic, social, medical,
and mental health problems that put them on the streets. Through program evaluation, we iden-
tify strategies that work.
We use this knowledge to design innovative practices, bring training and technical assistance to
community-based shelters and service providers, and improve policy across the nation.
Whether made homeless by economic hardship, domestic violence, the trauma of war, or physi-
cal or emotional challenges, these families have lost more than their homes. They've lost their
health, safety, and the capacity to support themselves. Their children are young; they have 
witnessed violence in their families and communities; they are understandably anxious and
depressed.
Today, they need shelter. To build a life, they need support.
With the power of knowledge, we can end family homelessness and give every child a chance.
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The trustees of the Marie C. and Joseph C. Wilson Foundation are honored to support the vital
work of the Campaign to End Child Homelessness. Our foundation has been focused on improving
the lives of vulnerable families and children since we began our work. We have worked closely
over the years with the National Center on Family Homelessness (NCFH) on both a retrospective
and longitudinal study on family homelessness. 
Knowing our commitment to alleviating homelessness as well as our interest in children, NCFH
approached us about America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness. I quickly
realized that this was the perfect opportunity for our foundation to have a real impact. The results
that NCFH have uncovered are unconscionable. Not only are the figures staggering, but the way
in which they are presented is clear and concise. 
With the current economic crisis, high rates of home foreclosures, and the change in administra-
tion, the time felt right to launch a national public education and advocacy campaign around
child homelessness. Children are the hidden victims of this tragedy. The long term impact of
homelessness on children is devastating. If people were aware of how often innocent children
lived in such frightening, unhealthy, and damaging circumstances they would surely act.
For all of these reasons, we at the Marie C. and Joseph C. Wilson Foundation decided to engage
in this critical work. We agree with NCFH that “it is unacceptable for one child in the United
States to be homeless for even one day.” With this report and the work of all involved in this proj-
ect, we hope to raise awareness around this national travesty and change systems so that no more
children suffer homelessness. 
Please join us in the Campaign to End Child Homelessness.
Sincerely,
Elenore Garton
Trustee
Marie C. and Joseph C. Wilson Foundation  
The Marie C. & Joseph C. Wilson Foundation is a family foundation based in Rochester, New York that was begun in 1963 by
Joseph C. Wilson, founder, and then Chair of the Board of Xerox Corporation, and his wife, Peggy. Its mission is to improve
the quality of life through initiating and supporting projects that measurably demonstrate a means of creating a sense of
belonging within the family and the community.
The Foundation’s priority with helping struggling families achieve sustainability led to the initiation and development of a
transformational housing program, Wilson Commencement Park, in the early 1990’s. That commitment continues as the
Foundation is involved in a strategic initiative to study what mix of housing programs and services work best for different
kinds of families who are experiencing, or are at risk of, homelessness.
For more information on this initiative and the Rochester-based programs visit: www.mcjcwilsonfoundation.org.
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Foreword
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness describes the plight of
America’s homeless children. For the first time, vital information about our country’s
most vulnerable children is presented in a single report – giving us the opportunity to
focus on the needs of these children and to galvanize a comprehensive response. 
The Report Card presents a snapshot of homeless children at a moment in time. The
state rankings highlight critical components of child homelessness, but they are only as
valuable as the manner in which they are used. We hope you will use this report to devel-
op programs, policies, and infrastructures that place a high priority on ensuring that no
child in America spends even one night without a home.
We believe that working to end child homelessness will have far-reaching and lasting
effects on the future of our society. Whether your state is at the top, middle, or bottom
of these rankings, we urge you to take this report seriously and to use the resources of
the National Center on Family Homelessness and its partners to support activities on
behalf of these children. 
When you have read this report, we invite you to begin a dialogue with the National
Center on Family Homelessness and leaders in your community. Only by understanding
many perspectives can we learn about what needs to be done to ensure that every child
in our country has a safe and stable home. 
Please visit www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org to get more information and to share
your experiences. We urge you to do whatever you can to end child homelessness in your
community as soon as possible. Together, we can ensure a brighter future for all children
in our country.
Sincerely,
The Honorable Robert P. Casey, Jr., United States Senator (Pennsylvania)
Chair, Advisory Board, Campaign to End Child Homelessness
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Executive Summary
It is unacceptable for one child in the United States to be homeless for even one day.
The year 2008 will long be remembered by Americans as a time when grossly overpaid bankers,
captains of industry, and carmakers hobbled to Washington, hats in hand, begging for bailouts
and infusions of billions of dollars. Ignored by members of Congress and the media were scores
of children – many still infants and toddlers – who were homeless in the midst of this economic
turmoil. 
Without a voice, more than 1.5 million of our nation’s children go to sleep without a home each year.
Homeless, these children also endure a lack of safety, comfort, privacy, reassuring routines, ade-
quate health care, uninterrupted schooling, sustaining relationships, and a sense of community.
These factors combine to create a life-altering experience that inflicts profound and lasting scars.
The National Center on Family Homelessness (NCFH) has created America’s Youngest Outcasts:
State Report Card on Child Homelessness to provide a comprehensive snapshot of child homelessness
in America today. Updating a study NCFH released in 1999, this report shows that the problem
of child homelessness is worsening. The Report Card describes the status of homeless children in
four areas: extent of child homelessness, child well-being, structural risk factors, and state-by-state
policy and planning efforts. 
Who are these children? Where do they live? What are the policies, circumstances, and failings
that make it possible for one in every 50 American children to experience homelessness? What does
it say about our country that we are willing to bail out banks, but not our smallest, most vulnera-
ble citizens? The effects of our nation’s economic downturn – including increasing numbers of
foreclosures, job layoffs, rising food and fuel prices, and inadequate supplies of low-cost housing
– will surely add to the legions of children who are homeless. 
This report shows that the majority of homeless children reside in very few states. During 2005-
2006, 75% of America’s identified homeless children lived in 11 states. 
Children without homes are twice as likely to experience hunger as other children. Two-thirds
worry they won’t have enough to eat. More than one-third of homeless children report being
forced to skip meals. Homelessness makes children sick. Children who experience homelessness
are more than twice as likely as middle class children to have moderate to severe acute and chron-
ic health problems. Homeless children are twice as likely as other children to repeat a grade in
school, to be expelled or suspended, or to drop out of high school. At the end of high school, few
homeless students are proficient in reading and math – and their estimated graduation rate is
below 25%.
We must not allow grim forecasts about the nation’s economy to delay aggressive action.
It is possible to end child homelessness within a decade with dedicated funds from local, state,
and federal governments that are combined with reallocated dollars. All states must specifically
address child homelessness in their plans to end homelessness. In almost half of the states’ cur-
rent plans, children and families are not even mentioned. Making homeless children a priority
must come from the top. This is a perfect opportunity for President Obama to ensure that the
Interagency Council on Homelessness expands its focus to include children and families and to
coordinate their efforts with similar Congressional activities.
Updating a study
NCFH released 
12 years ago,
this report shows
that the problem
of child homeless-
ness is worsening.
| i |
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Ending child homelessness is within our reach, despite current economic circumstances. This
report shows that several states have created the infrastructure and programs needed to turn the
tide. At least six states have created extensive plans to combat child homelessness, and a dozen
additional states have done significant planning. By looking at innovative programs described in
this report, all states can draw on these successful ideas to develop their own plans and strategies
for ending child homelessness. 
Ending homelessness for all children in the U.S. is possible if a concerted effort is made by nation-
al, state, and local political leaders, funders, the White House, service providers, advocates, and
philanthropic foundations. If we fail to act, the consequences will play out for years to come as a
generation of lost children grow to adulthood. It is virtually impossible to reclaim the life of a child
who has spent his childhood without a home. 
| ii |
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Short-term federal activities should include the following: 
• Capitalize the National Housing Trust Fund at $10 billion for two years to rehabilitate 
or build 100,000 rental homes for the lowest income households. 
• Fund 400,000 new Housing Vouchers at $3.6 billion for two years.  
• Fund the homelessness prevention component of the Emergency Shelter Grant at 
$2 billion for two years.  
• Set aside one-third of housing program resources (e.g., vouchers, National Housing 
Trust Fund, etc.) for families who are homeless and at risk of homelessness. 
• Protect renters by assuring continuity of voucher assistance for rental properties in foreclosure.
Keep homeowners stably housed by requiring banks and other mortgage holders to approve
affordable loan modifications.
• Fully fund Subtitle B of title VII of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act at
$210 million.
• Ensure that 30% of the proposed $2 billion to the Emergency Shelter Grant is dedicated 
to trauma-informed services for children and families.
• Invest $3 billion into child care vouchers for children experiencing homelessness. 
• Allocate funds within all federally funded programs for workforce development.
• Expand the TANF contingency fund so that states are able to provide cash assistance 
to the increasing number of very poor families.
• Provide a temporary increase in Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program benefits 
(food stamps).
• Fully fund the Violence Prevention and Services Act at $175 million and increase the 
Victims of Crime Act Cap to $717 million annually.
• Require the federal Interagency Council on Homelessness (ICH) to make child and 
family homelessness a high priority.
• Coordinate Congressional committee activities on homelessnes with the federal ICH.
Short-term local and state activities should include the following:
• Place families directly into permanent housing rather than into motels. In addition to being
safer and more stable, it is less expensive to pay a family’s rent than to pay for their stay in a
motel.
• Prevent children’s placement into foster care due solely to homelessness or unstable housing 
by providing families with intensive wrap-around services (e.g., income supports, job training,
health care, trauma-specific services, supports for parenting, programs for children).
• Enroll families into federal entitlement programs such as Medicaid, Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance (food stamps), and WIC rather than paying for costly emergency services (e.g., 
emergency room visits).
• Pay for stabilization services for families exiting the shelter system, helping them remain housed.
• Make family homelessness a priority of the state interagency councils on homelessness and
other planning efforts related to homelessness and poverty.
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness paints a picture of a nation with
the greatest number of children enduring or on the brink of homelessness since the Dust Bowl Era
of the Great Depression. As you read it, we urge you to agree that it is unacceptable for one child
in the United States to be homeless for even one day. Each of us must take the actions necessary to
end this national disgrace.
Ending homeless-
ness for all children
in the U.S.
is possible if a 
concerted effort is
made by national,
state, and local
political leaders,
funders, the 
White House,
service providers,
advocates, and
philanthropic 
foundations.
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Failure to house one child for
even one day represents an
unacceptable societal failing.
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A. Child Homelessness in America
A storm is moving across the country, sweeping families out of homes and workers out of jobs. At least
two million Americans are likely to face home foreclosures in the foreseeable future. Job cuts will have
the gravest impact on those struggling to survive – low-income parents with children.
Not since the Great Depression have so many children stood in the sight lines of homelessness.
America’s Youngest Outcasts demonstrates the connection between poverty and family homelessness.
More than 1.5 million American children already stand at the grim nexus of poverty, the economic
downturn, the housing crisis, and homelessness. This is shocking and contrary to the spirit of interna-
tional law. The 25th Article of the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights, ratified in 1948,
declared that “everyone has the right to housing.” 1 Failure to house one child for even one day repre-
sents an unacceptable societal failing. 
Approximately 2.3 to 3.5 million Americans experience homelessness at least once a year.2 Those work-
ing in the field of homelessness have divided people experiencing homelessness into three groups: sin-
gle adults, a subset of whom are referred to as “chronically homeless”; unaccompanied youth (e.g.,
runaway, throwaway or homeless youth); and families with children in tow. For the sake of clarity, this
report is specifically about the latter group. Families with children comprise 34% of the homeless pop-
ulation, and this number is growing. More information on all three groups can be found on the next
pages.
Within a single year, nearly all (97%) homeless children have moved,4 at least 25% have witnessed vio-
lence,5 and 22% have been separated from their families.6 About half of all school-age children expe-
riencing homelessness have problems with anxiety and depression,7 and 20% of homeless preschool-
ers have emotional problems that require professional care.8 Their education is often disrupted and
challenges in school are common.
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Subgroups of People Experiencing Homelessness
Approximately 2.3 to 3.5 million Americans experience homelessness at least once annu-
ally.9 The field of homelessness has long divided people experiencing homelessness into
three groups: single adults, some of whom are referred to as “chronically homeless”;
unaccompanied youth; and families with children. Each of these groups has its own
needs and characteristics. Federal, state, and community-based programs often target
their services to one particular group. 
Single adults10 Single adults comprise about 49% of the total homeless population, and the majority are male. Thirty-seven percent
of single adults have been homeless three or more times as adults, and 34% have been homeless for more than 25
months..11 Twenty-three percent are veterans. More than 20% experienced homelessness as children.
Single adults who are homeless have a multitude of needs in addition to stable housing. Their lives on the streets are
often marked by violence, hunger, health problems, social isolation, and the challenges of living outdoors in extreme
weather and without access to showers or bathroom facilities. Many have experienced significant traumatic stress
and violence. At least 25% were physically or sexually abused. As children, 27% lived in foster care, group homes, or
other institutional settings. As adults, many suffer from mental illness and addictions. Sixty-nine percent report using
alcohol and drugs, or having had mental health problems in the past 30 days. Many of these individuals often have
limited education and job skills.
Unaccompanied Youth12 Approximately 575,000 to 1.6 million unaccompanied youth are on the streets and in shelters annually in the United
States (sometimes referred to as runaway youth). These young people are unattached to families and range in age
from 16 to about 22 years. Family conflict and violence is the primary cause of their homelessness, and nearly half
(46%) have been abused. Services for this population are limited, although many have had extensive involvement
with service systems as children, particularly foster care. Roughly 20% to 40% are Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual,
Transgendered, Questioning, Intersex, or Two-Spirited (GLBTQI2-S), and their coming out often leads to being kicked
out of their homes or physically assaulted. These youth commonly are dealing with mental health and substance use
issues, and often engage in risky sexual behaviors that put them at high risk of contracting HIV. GLBTQI2-S youth
who are unaccompanied are seven times more likely to be victims of a violent crime.
Families with Children13 Families with children comprise 34% of the homeless population14. Eighty-four percent are female-headed. The aver-
age homeless family is headed by a single mother who is in her late twenties and has two young children. These
women often do not have more than a high school diploma or GED. Nearly all mothers experiencing homelessness
have histories of severe violent victimization. More than one-third have PTSD (Post Traumatic Stress Disorder) – three
times the rate of the general female population. More than 50% of mothers experience a major depressive episode
while homeless, and 85% report having had a major depressive episode in the past.15 To alleviate their distress, 41%
have become dependent on alcohol and/or drugs – a rate twice as high as the general female population. Many are
in poor physical health. Over one-third have a chronic medical problem such as asthma, chronic bronchitis, or hyper-
tension. The children in these families also have extensive needs, as described in this Report Card. Within a single
year, nearly all (97%) homeless children have moved, 25% have witnessed violence, and 22% have been separated
from their families. About half of all school-age children experiencing homelessness have problems with anxiety and
depression. Twenty percent of homeless preschoolers have emotional problems that require professional care. Their
education is often disrupted and challenges in school are common.
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B. Campaign to End Child Homelessness
The National Center on Family Homelessness (NCFH) has launched the Campaign to End Child
Homelessness. By presenting critical facts about the urgent needs of homeless children, America’s
Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness provides a foundation for a multi-year effort to
end child homelessness in America. The Campaign’s major goal is to achieve change by: increasing
public awareness of the plight of homeless children; offering program and public policy solutions; 
disseminating best practices and tools to service providers, policy makers and advocates; and imple-
menting a state and national level advocacy campaign. 
The Campaign is founded on the premise that the greatest challenge to ending child homelessness is
building public awareness and the will for decisive action. We believe that most Americans will not tol-
erate this national tragedy if they understand its scope and devastating impact, and know that proven
solutions exist. 
Specific objectives of this Campaign include:
• Publication and dissemination of America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness;
• Development of www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org, an interactive website;
• Congressional and press briefings to share findings and policy recommendations;
• Coalition-building and community organizing at the state, regional, and national levels to shape new policies; and
• Technical assistance and dissemination of best practices to support states in improving policies and programs for
homeless children.
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We Need You!
To fully accomplish these goals, we need your help. The Report Card findings provide a glimpse of
child homelessness in each state based on the very best data available. While the data included in this
report are helpful indicators of the extent of the problem and its consequences, each state has its own
unique history, context, and policies that also contribute to child homelessness. The Report Card
describes various activities developed by states to address this issue, but does not attempt to fully under-
stand underlying causes or design comprehensive solutions. To do this, we need your help.
The next step is to take the information from the Report Card, build upon partnerships with federal,
state, and local agencies, and translate this knowledge into action. We encourage you to tell us more
about your state. What is being done to address child homelessness? What needs to be done?
How would you like to be involved? How can we advance the Campaign to End Child
Homelessness? Please visit our interactive website at www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org to find
information, share your opinions, and become a partner in this Campaign. 
We hope that you will join us in our efforts to end child homelessness. As a nation, we can no longer
ignore the fact that more than 1.5 million American children go without homes, food, access to health
care, and educational opportunities. Now is a time of great change, and now is the time to end child
homelessness. 
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C. The State Report Card on Child Homelessness
Children define our future and therefore, lay claim to our nation’s conscience, but little attention has
been given to the tragic plight of more than 1.5 million children without homes. Who are these chil-
dren and why are they homeless? What are their housing, health, and educational needs? How have
states responded to their situation? What can we do differently? America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report
Card on Child Homelessness responds to these questions. More than an analysis of the numbers and
needs of homeless children, the Report Card is a call to action to end child homelessness before it
becomes a permanent feature of America’s landscape. Achieving this goal demands a comprehensive
understanding of the risks for child homelessness, careful and informed planning, increased resources
that are dedicated to this problem, a skilled and dedicated workforce, and the will to make housing a
reality for all.
Definition of Homelessness Used in the Report Card
The Report Card describes homeless children from birth to age 18 who are accompanied by one
or more parents or caregivers. By definition, they comprise a homeless family. Our counts and
descriptions do not include unaccompanied children and youth (e.g., runaway, throwaway, or home-
less youth). 
The Report Card uses the definition of homelessness contained in the subtitle of the McKinney-Vento
Homeless Assistance Act, Title X, Part C, of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and adopted by the
U.S. Department of Education. The definition16 includes children and youth who are:
• Sharing the housing of other persons due to loss of housing, economic hardship, or a 
similar reason (sometimes referred to as doubled-up);
• Living in motels, hotels, trailer parks, or camping grounds due to lack of alternative 
accommodations;
• Living in emergency or transitional shelters; 
• Abandoned in hospitals;
• Awaiting foster care placement;
• Using a primary nighttime residence that is a public or private place not designed for, 
or ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommodation for human beings;
• Living in cars, parks, public spaces, abandoned buildings, substandard housing, bus or 
train stations, or similar settings; and
• Migratory children who qualify as homeless because they are living in circumstances
described above.
How the Report Card Was Developed
The Report Card was developed by considering the complex factors contributing to child homeless-
ness in America. Each state was given a composite rank that represents four domains: 
1. Extent of child homelessness 2. Child well-being
3. Risk for child homelessness 4. States policy and planning efforts 
These scores are listed in the Findings section and within each state report. In addition, each domain
has various sub-domains that also received individual scores and ranks. See Appendix 4: Rankings. We
describe each domain that comprises the composite score below. For more information about the
methodology used to compute the scores, see Appendix 2: Methodology and Limitations. 
The Report Card 
is a call to action
to end child 
homelessness
before it becomes
a permanent fea-
ture of America’s
landscape.
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Extent of Child Homelessness 
How many children are identified as homeless? Counting homeless children is important because it
helps us understand the scope of the problem, which drives planning and policy efforts. The percent-
age of homeless children identified in each state was used as one of the four domains in the Report
Card. This was based on school data collected through a mandate of the McKinney-Vento Homeless
Assistance Act.17
Child Well-Being
How do homeless children fare? For the purposes of the Report Card, child well-being was determined
by three factors: food security, health outcomes, and educational proficiency. Data from the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, the National Survey of Children’s Health, McKinney-Vento Academic
Progress Reports, National School Lunch Program, and the National Assessment of Education
Progress were used to create state scores on child well-being.
Risk for Child Homelessness 
How likely is it that children will become homeless? By creating an index of risk for each state based
on generosity of benefits, household structure, housing market factors and extreme poverty, structur-
al factors contributing to homelessness were included in the composite score. The index of risk reflects
the growing gap between rich and poor Americans and the decreasing number of households that can
afford the increasing cost of housing. As their purchasing power has also decreased, millions of
Americans must choose between housing and other basic necessities. With the current economic
downturn and the staggering increase in housing foreclosures, more and more families are likely to
become homeless.  
Policy and Planning Efforts 
How have states responded to the problem of child homelessness? This domain includes a state-by-state
review of housing, income, education, and health policies and planning activities related to child
homelessness. A total score was computed based on various efforts in these critical areas. 
Additional Definitions Used in the Report Card 
The Report Card directly describes the numbers, needs, and characteristics of homeless children when the
data are available. If direct information is lacking, we use proxy measures. Some of the definitions used
in the Report Card are described below.
• Homeless children frequently reside in families who live at 50% of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) or
below. Thus, we use data for children and families living at 50% of the FPL and below to describe home-
less children when more specific data are not available. For additional information about the use of
proxy measures, see Appendix 2: Methodology and Limitations.
• Children living in poverty are defined in accordance with U.S. Census Bureau guidelines of 100% of the
FPL and below.
• Middle-income children (sometimes referred to as middle-class) are defined by the Report Card as resid-
ing in families at 400% of the FPL or higher. For more information on the Federal Poverty Level, see
Appendix 2: Methodology and Limitations.
• National School Lunch Program-eligible children reside in families who fall at 185% of the FPL and
below. Homeless children are categorically eligible for the NSLP, and are represented within this group.
In the absence of more precise data for selected variables, the Report Card uses NSLP data as a proxy
for data on homeless children.
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Throughout the Report Card, we highlight ways that communities are addressing particular aspects of
child and family homelessness. We encourage you to use these case studies to help you think about
how to improve children’s situation in your own community. For more case studies, visit
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org.
Beyond Shelter was created in 1988 to respond to a growing population of homeless
families in Los Angeles. Since families were not effectively served through standard prac-
tices, the agency sought to develop a more comprehensive approach to service delivery. Its Housing 
First program was designed as an innovative, cost-effective strategy for ending and preventing family
homelessness.
The Housing First model is guided by the concept that transitioning families into permanent housing as
quickly as possible, while continuing to provide supportive services, prevents recurrent homelessness.
When a client enters the program, (s)he is paired with a case manager who conducts an in-depth needs
assessment. The case manager and family then work collaboratively on a “Family Transition Plan” that
involves identifying permanent housing and arranging for continued case management services. Families
receive support for a minimum of six months and may continue to receive services as long as necessary.
Individualized treatment is an important aspect of the Housing First model. Once housed, families are
introduced to their new community and its resources – shopping, transportation, and community agen-
cies. Case managers work collaboratively with families on issues such as education, career development,
money management, health, and family dynamics. This home-based case management model allows fam-
ilies to continue accessing needed services as they begin to stabilize and establish some independence.
Each quarter, the case management team evaluates progress until the family is no longer at risk. Central
to the effectiveness of the program is the concept of empowering clients to identify their own needs,
understand their options, and develop strategies for permanent change in their lives.
Since its inception, the Housing First program has helped thousands homeless families transition into 
permanent rental housing in communities throughout Los Angeles County. The program has also been 
recognized nationally by organizations such as the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
the National Alliance to End Homelessness, and the United Nations Centre for Human Settlements for its
innovative approach to ending and preventing family homelessness.
O N  T H E  G R O U N D : H O U S I N G  F I R S T
A M E R I C A ’ S  Y O U N G E S T  O U T C A S T S  Snapshot of Child Homelessness
The National Center on Family Homelessness| 8 |
II. Snapshot of Child Homelessness
Extent of Child Homelessness Approximately 1,555,360 children living in families had no place to call home in 2005-2006.
Age Forty-two percent (approximately 650,000 children) of homeless children are under the age of 6 years, compared to just 34% of all American children.
902,108 homeless children are school-aged and enrolled in school. Of these children:
Race/Ethnicity African-American and Native American children are disproportionately represented among homeless children.
Characteristics of Children under 18 Living with a Homeless Parent and the U.S. Population of Children: Parents’ Race/Ethnicity18
Health More than one in seven homeless children have moderate to severe health conditions, including:
• Asthma: Almost one in nine homeless children are reported to have one or more asthma-related health conditions.
• Traumatic Stress: Almost one in 18 homeless children are members of families where adults hit or throw things.
• Emotional Disturbance: One in six homeless children suffer from emotional disturbances.
Homeless Children Under 18 
Parents’ Race/Ethnicity
 White, non-Hispanic (38%)
 Black, non-Hispanic (47%)
 Hispanic (13%)
 Native American (2%)
 Other (1%)
U.S. Population: Children, 1996 
Parents’ Race/Ethnicity
 White, non-Hispanic (66%)
 Black, non-Hispanic (15%)
 Hispanic (14%)
 Native American (1%)
 Other (4%)
Race/Ethnicity of Sheltered
Homeless Persons in
Families and Poor Persons
in Families19
Characteristics
Percentage of Sheltered
Homeless Persons in
Families
Percentage of Poor Persons
in Families
Ethnicity
Non-Hispanic, non-Latino 
(all races)
78.2 69.2
Hispanic, Latino (all races) 21.8 30.8
Race
White, non-Hispanic,
non-Latino (nonminority)
21.3 36.3
White Hispanic, Latino 9.8 15.6
Black or African American 55.2 26.2
Asian 0.7 3.0
American Indian/
Alaskan Native
4.9 1.8
Native Hawaiian/
Pacific Islander
0.6 0.2
Some other (alone) n/a 13.8
Several races 7.3 3.1
 77.3% or 697,130 are in grades K-8
 22.7% or 204,978 are in grades 9-12
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Residential Status
Educational Outcomes
• Proficiency rates for homeless children in reading and math are on average 16% lower than the scores for all students.
• Less than one in four homeless children graduates from high school.
Loss in Lifetime Earnings
• Students who drop out of high school earn on average $200,000 less over their lifetime than high school graduates.
• Approximately 1,166,520 of today’s homeless children will not graduate from high school. These children stand to lose over
$230 billion in lifetime earnings.
Living Situations of Homeless Children20
For Jayden’s mother, Suzanna, homelessness started with abuse. She is 24 years old, married, and the sin-
gle mother of three. The walls of Jayden’s room failed to protect him from the sights and sounds of his
father threatening and beating his mother. After six years, it finally became too much. Concerned for their
safety, Suzanna fled with Jayden and his siblings first to a domestic violence shelter and ultimately to a
different state.
The family found refuge in an emergency shelter where Suzanna and her three children shared one room.
Soon after arriving, Jayden developed an unremitting cough that required several trips to the emergency
room. Ultimately, Jayden was diagnosed with asthma and depression, for which he was prescribed med-
ication…and a home for his family.
The experience of homelessness had taken a toll on Jayden’s physical and emotional health. Asthma trig-
gers pervaded Jayden’s environment. He grew tired of his inhaler – his constant companion. His emer-
gency room visits grew more frequent. Coughing and breathing difficulties limited his ability to play, talk,
and sleep comfortably. Suzanna’s homelessness made it difficult for her to access the services needed to
address her central concern – Jayden’s asthma.
Jayden feels excluded from the community in which he grew up. Emotionally isolated, he has had difficul-
ty connecting with his peers at school. While Jayden is aware that the search for safety spurred his fam-
ily’s move, he still longs for the life that he has lost. He blames himself for their presence in the shelter
and apologized to his mother for being unable to prevent his father’s violence. Nightmares plague his
sleep along with the pervasive fear that his father will return. His ailments interfere with school atten-
dance and homework.
Jayden hopes his family will find a better life. His future depends in part on legislators and public leaders
far away from the little room where he coughs his way through the night.
Case Study: The Impact of Homelessness on a Child
 Doubled-Up (56%)
 Shelters (24%)
 Unknown/Other (10%)
 Hotels/Motels (7%)
 Unsheltered (3%)
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III. Findings
A. The Report Card
Each state has been given a score of one through 50. This score is a composite that reflects each
state’s overall performance across four domains: 
1) Extent of Child Homelessness (adjusted for population size)
2) Child Well-Being
3) Risk for Child Homelessness
4) State Policy and Planning Efforts
Each state received a score for each domain. These were summed to compute the composite
score. Tables listing the ranks of each state across all domains and sub-domains are available in
Appendix 5.
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State Score
Connecticut 1
New Hampshire 2
Hawaii 3
Rhode Island 4
North Dakota 5
Minnesota 6
Wisconsin 7
Massachusetts 8
Maine 9
Vermont 10
Iowa 11
South Dakota 12
Illinois 13
Pennsylvania 14
West Virginia 15
New Jersey 16
Virginia 17
Maryland 18
Delaware 19
Ohio 20
Wyoming 21
Alaska 22
Idaho 23
Tennessee 24
Washington 25
Oregon 26
Missouri 27
Kansas 28
Michigan 29
Indiana 30
Oklahoma 31
Alabama 32
Montana 33
Nebraska 34
Colorado 35
Arizona 36
Utah 37
New York 38
South Carolina 39
California 40
Mississippi 41
Kentucky 42
Florida 43
North Carolina 44
Nevada 45
Louisiana 46
New Mexico 47
Arkansas 48
Georgia 49
Texas 50
Overall Rank (1=Best, 50=Worst)
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Child Well-Being 
(1=Best, 50=Worst)
State Score
Connecticut 1
Pennsylvania 2
Arizona 3
Oregon 4
Hawaii 5
Missouri 6
Rhode Island 7
Tennessee 8
North Dakota 9
Oklahoma 10
Virginia 11
Colorado 12
New Hampshire 13
Illinois 14
California 15
Mississippi 16
New Jersey 17
Massachusetts 18
Alabama 19
Louisiana 20
Iowa 21
West Virginia 22
Nevada 23
Ohio 24
South Dakota 25
Vermont 26
Kentucky 27
Alaska 28
Delaware 29
Idaho 30
Minnesota 31
New Mexico 32
Maryland 33
Washington 34
South Carolina 35
Florida 36
Wisconsin 37
Michigan 38
New York 39
Montana 40
Georgia 41
Nebraska 42
Wyoming 43
Texas 44
Arkansas 45
Kansas 46
Indiana 47
Utah 48
North Carolina 49
Maine 50
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Risk for Child Homelessness
(1=Best, 50=Worst)
State Rank 
Minnesota 1
New Hampshire 2
North Dakota 3
Iowa 4
Vermont 5
Wyoming 6
Alaska 7
Wisconsin 8
Utah 9
Hawaii 10
Maine 11
Nebraska 12
Kansas 13
Montana 14
Idaho 15
South Dakota 16
Connecticut 17
Massachusetts 18
Delaware 19
Virginia 20
Maryland 21
New Jersey 22
Washington 23
West Virginia 24
Rhode Island 25
Oregon 26
Pennsylvania 27
California 28
Indiana 29
Missouri 30
New York 31
Colorado 32
Illinois 33
Alabama 34
Kentucky 35
Michigan 36
Florida 37
South Carolina 38
Mississippi 39
Nevada 40
North Carolina 41
Ohio 42
Arkansas 43
New Mexico 44
Arizona 45
Tennessee 46
Oklahoma 47
Georgia 48
Louisiana 49
Texas 50
AK
HI
WA
OR
ID
MT ND
MN
IA
WI
IL IN
OH
KY
TN
MI
MO
AR
LA
MS AL
FL
GA
SC
NC
WV
VA
PA NJ
DE
MD
NY
VT
NH MA
CT
RI
SD
NE
KS
OK
TX
WY
UT
AZ NM
CO
CA
NV
ME
AK
HI
WA
OR
ID
MT ND
MN
IA
WI
IL IN
OH
KY
TN
MI
MO
AR
LA
MS AL
FL
GA
SC
NC
WV
VA
PA NJ
DE
MD
NY
VT
NH MA
CT
RI
SD
NE
KS
OK
TX
WY
UT
AZ NM
CO
CA
NV
ME
Top 10 States: Risk for Child Homelessness
Bottom 10 States: Risk for Child Homelessness
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State Policy and Planning Efforts
State Score
Alabama Inadequate 
Alaska Moderate
Arizona Moderate
Arkansas Inadequate
California Inadequate
Colorado Early Stages
Connecticut Moderate
Delaware Inadequate 
Florida Moderate
Georgia Inadequate 
Hawaii Inadequate
Idaho Inadequate 
Illinois Moderate
Indiana Inadequate 
Iowa Inadequate 
Kansas Inadequate 
Kentucky Moderate
Louisiana Moderate
Maine Extensive
Maryland Moderate
Massachusetts Extensive
Michigan Moderate
Minnesota Moderate
Mississippi Inadequate
Missouri Moderate
Montana Extensive
Nebraska Inadequate 
Nevada Inadequate 
New Hampshire Moderate
New Jersey Inadequate
New Mexico Inadequate
New York Inadequate
North Carolina Moderate
North Dakota Inadequate 
Ohio Early Stages
Oklahoma Inadequate
Oregon Extensive
Pennsylvania Moderate
Rhode Island Moderate
South Carolina Extensive
South Dakota Inadequate 
Tennessee Inadequate 
Texas Inadequate 
Utah Moderate
Vermont Early Stages
Virginia Inadequate 
Washington Extensive
West Virginia Early Stages
Wisconsin Inadequate 
Wyoming Inadequate
State Policy and Planning Efforts
B. Report Card Domains
1. Extent of Child Homelessness
We estimate that approximately 1,555,360 children living in families had no place to call home in
2005-2006. Using the definition of homelessness delineated by the McKinney-Vento Homeless
Assistance Act,21 we based the number on data collected by 12,550 Local Education Agencies22 as
mandated by this Act. For a discussion of systems that identify homeless children and federal def-
initions of homelessness, see Appendix 1.
What We Know from the Report Card
• One in fifty American children was homeless in 2005-2006.
• 2% of all American children are homeless in a given year.23
• 11% of American children living in poverty are homeless.24
• 1,555,360 American children living in families lacked permanent homes during 2005-2006.
This number excludes youth who are homeless and living without their families. The total
number is an under-count.
• Across the states, the geographic distribution of homeless children is uneven:
• Almost 75% of all identified homeless children in America are clustered in just 11 states.25
• In contrast, in each of 20 states, the percentage of children who were identified as homeless 
is less than 1%.
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State 
% of Children who
are Homeless Among
All Children
1. Rhode Island .34
2. New Jersey .36
3. Connecticut .52
4. Hawaii .59
5. New Hampshire .67
6. Oklahoma .75
7. Maine .75
8. Ohio .75
9. Kansas .75
10. South Dakota .79
T O P  1 0  S T A T E S
State 
% of Children who
are Homeless Among
All Children
41. Missouri 2.16
42. Utah 2.20
43. Georgia 2.38
44. Oregon 2.65
45. Arkansas 2.73
46. Kentucky 2.94
47. Alabama 2.00
48. California 3.08
49. Texas 5.20
50. Louisiana 18.71
B O T T O M  1 0  S T A T E S
State 
NUMBER
of Homeless 
Children
1. Rhode Island 797
2. Wyoming 169
3. Vermont 1,174
4. North Dakota 1,181
5. South Dakota 1,545
6. Hawaii 1,566
7. New Hampshire 1,747
8. Maine 2,103
9. Delaware 2,698
10. Idaho 3,188
T O P  1 0  S T A T E S
State 
NUMBER
of Homeless 
Children
41. Missouri 30,478
42. Illinois 30,636
43. Arizona 32,971
44. Pennsylvania 43,103
45. New York 45,195
46. Florida 49,886
47. Georgia 58,397
48. Louisiana 204,053
49. California 292,624
50. Texas 337,105
B O T T O M  1 0  S T A T E S
PERCENTAGE of Homeless Children among All Children in State
NUMBER of Homeless Children in State
AK
HI
WA
OR
ID
MT ND
MN
IA
WI
IL IN
OH
KY
TN
MI
MO
AR
LA
MS AL
FL
GA
SC
NC
WV
VA
PA NJ
DE
MD
NY
VT
NH MA
CT
RI
SD
NE
KS
OK
TX
WY
UT
AZ NM
CO
CA
NV
ME
AK
HI
WA
OR
ID
MT ND
MN
IA
WI
IL IN
OH
KY
TN
MI
MO
AR
LA
MS AL
FL
GA
SC
NC
WV
VA
PA NJ
DE
MD
NY
VT
NH MA
CT
RI
SD
NE
KS
OK
TX
WY
UT
AZ NM
CO
CA
NV
ME
Top and Bottom 10: PERCENTAGE
Top and Bottom 10: NUMBERS
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2. Child Well-Being
A child’s well-being depends on more than just having a roof over his head. Children living in
families who are homeless or at risk for homelessness suffer from hunger, poor physical and men-
tal health, and missed educational opportunities. The Report Card ranked states on how children
were faring using indicators related to food security, health, and education.
a. Food Security
Since June 2008, requests for food aid have risen from 20% to 40%, and food programs have been
forced to turn away people who are hungry. Experts expect demand for aid to grow even more
dramatically in 2009.26
Families living in poverty are forced every day to make painful decisions about how to spend
scarce resources. When family budgets are stretched so thin that a family must decide between
buying groceries or paying rent, an unexpected expense or emergency may catapult that family
into homelessness. The new surge in requests for food aid suggests that for the neediest
Americans, bills outpace their ability to pay. This puts them at risk for homelessness and hunger. 
Homelessness and hunger are inextricably interwoven. Homeless children suffer from a lack of access
to nutritional meals. Even a slight failure to eat nutritional foods gravely threatens behavior,
school performance, and cognitive development.27 We know that:28
• Children without homes are twice as likely as other children to experience hunger. 
• More than one-third of homeless children have been forced to skip meals.
• Two-thirds of homeless children worry they won’t have enough to eat.
Food Security and Insecurity Among U.S. Households with Children in 200529
What does it mean to be food secure? Food security is “assured access for every person to enough
nutritious food to sustain an active and healthy life including food availability (adequate food sup-
ply); food access (people can get to food); and appropriate food use (the absorption of essential
nutrients).”30 Eighty-four percent of U.S. households with children are “food secure.” The remain-
ing 16% are food insecure.31 Food insecurity is defined as having “limited access to adequate food
due to financial and other resources.”32 Families experiencing food insecurity do not know where
their next meal is coming from. The U.S. Department of Agriculture further specifies a “very low
food secure category,” defined as households that experience food insecurity with hunger, and
report “multiple indications of disrupted eating patterns and reduced food intake.”33 In 2005,
approximately one-third of food-insecure households or about 4.4 million households (3.9%)
experienced very low food security.34
What safety nets are available to families facing food insecurity? Although various federal safety net
programs aimed at alleviating hunger and poor nutrition are effective, they don’t reach enough
poor families and children. These programs – including the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP, formerly called food stamps), Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for
Women, Infants, and Children (better known as the WIC program), National School Lunch
Program, School Breakfast Program, and the Summer Food Service Program – play a critical role
Food Secure (84%)
Food Insecure (16%)
Food Insecure (30%)
Food Secure (70%)
All U.S. Households 
with Children
Female-Headed 
Households with 
Children Under Age 18
Food insecurity is
defined as having
“limited access to
adequate food due to
financial and other
resources.” Families
experiencing food
insecurity do not
know where their
next meal is coming
from.
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in promoting child well-being and preventing homelessness. An estimated 2.2 million Americans
are raised above the poverty line each year because they receive SNAP benefits. In fact, SNAP has
been called “the single most effective program in lifting children out of extreme poverty.” 
Despite the effectiveness of the major food safety net programs in supporting families, approxi-
mately 45% of all food insecure American households did not participate in any of them.36
Additionally, the U.S. Department of Labor reports that food prices have increased over five per-
cent between May 2007 and May 2008, leaving many families who receive food assistance falling
short at the end of the month.37 For families who are homeless or at-risk of homelessness, partic-
ipation in these safety net programs may make all the difference. When parents make the painful
decision to purchase groceries instead of paying rent, they risk losing their home. Additionally,
families who are already homeless often have little to no income. As they construct family budg-
ets, help buying groceries may make the difference between exiting or remaining in shelter. 
What We Know from the Food Research and Action Center 38
• Nationally, one in 26 households experience very low food security.
• Twenty-one states have rates of very low food security that exceed the national average.
State
% of Households
Experiencing Very Low
Food Security
South Carolina 6.3
New Mexico 5.7
Arkansas 5.6
Georgia 5.1
Texas 5.1
Utah 5.1
Alabama 4.9
Oklahoma 4.8
Kansas 4.6
Maine 4.6
Montana 4.6
North Carolina 4.5
Mississippi 4.4
Kentucky 4.2
Tennessee 4.2
Indiana 4.1
Michigan 4.1
Rhode Island 4.1
Wyoming 4.1
Missouri 4.0
Nebraska 4.0
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States with Very Low Food Security Rates (higher than the national average 3.9%)39
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b. Health
Homelessness can cause health problems and exacerbate existing ones. The impact of poor
health on children is profound. Poor health can lead to more absences in school, fewer opportu-
nities for exercise and recreation, and costly emergency care for acute and chronic illnesses that
go untreated. Health is defined broadly in the Report Card, and includes physical, mental, and
dental health. Health scores were combined with education and hunger scores to create the over-
all child well-being score.
i. General Health 
Homelessness itself can make children sick. Losing one’s home can cause illness and aggravate
existing health conditions for homeless children who tend to be in poorer health than their
housed counterparts.40
• Poor health for homeless children begins at birth. They have lower birth weights and more
often need specialty care immediately after birth as compared with housed children.41
• From infancy through childhood, homeless children have significantly higher levels of acute
and chronic illness.42
• Predictably, homeless children have poorer access to both medical and dental care.43
Health disparities are an integral part of the health status of homeless families and children.
Often explained as consequences of a “perfect storm” of poverty, unemployment, and racism,
health disparities reflect a complex relationship among economic and social factors, environmen-
tal conditions, access to health services, and quality of care. Significant health disparities persist
between poor and non-poor households, and between Whites and members of various racial/
ethnic minority groups. Of all Americans, people of color, those living below the poverty level,
and those with the least education face the worst health outcomes, including higher rates of dis-
ease, disability, and premature death.44 Even when income and health insurance are accounted
for, persons from racial/ethnic minority groups are more likely to have poorer health outcomes.45
The same health disparities that affect the broader population touch low-income and homeless
children as well. Black and Hispanic children are twice as likely as White children not to be in
“excellent or very good health.” Within these groups, Black children fare worse than Hispanic
and White children. For example, Black children are 49% more likely than White children to
have asthma and 21% more likely to have a limitation in activity.46 In contrast, Hispanic children
are less likely to have asthma or describe a limitation in activity. Despite their medical needs, both
Hispanic and Black children must cope with limited access to ongoing health and dental care,
with Hispanic children having the poorest access of all. With the exception of asthma, many of
the differences in health status and access to care between White and non-White children were
not markedly reduced until family income fell below 200% of the poverty level.47
As far as health condition and medical care are concerned, children are prisoners of their socioeconomic
and insurance status. To address adequately the health of low-income and homeless children, the
social and environmental determinants of disease must be integrated into a more holistic
approach. As long as disparities persist among minority groups related to housing, income, edu-
cation, and employment, so too will health disparities remain. To ensure equal health outcomes
among all children, not only must the individual and family be treated, but neighborhood and
community factors must be considered as well.  
With the exception of the United States, almost all industrialized countries in the world provide
guaranteed health insurance for children. Yet, nine million American children under age 18 were
uninsured in 2007 and therefore less likely to receive routine and preventive health care.48 They
are almost five times as likely to go two years without medical care compared to children with
Many homeless
families use emer-
gency rooms as
their primary
source of health
care, seeking assis-
tance only when
problems become
severe and urgent.
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insurance. Public programs such as Medicaid and the State Children’s Health Insurance Program
(SCHIP) provide health coverage for about half of America’s low-income children.49 Nevertheless,
low-income and homeless children’s access to health care is limited by participation of physicians
in these public insurance programs as well as their uneven geographic distribution. 
More than one in ten homeless children report that they have not seen a doctor in the past year.
Many homeless families use emergency rooms (ER) as their primary source of health care, seek-
ing assistance only when problems become severe and urgent. Primary and preventive care, which
keep children healthy, are largely absent. This leaves various medical problems unrecognized or
poorly treated, which, in turn, lead to repeated ER visits, unnecessary and costly treatment, and
higher rates of hospitalization.50
CASE STUDY: Health
Yaranda is a 19 year old mother living in a shelter with her daughter, Tangi, age 2, and son, Tay, age 4
months. Before experiencing homelessness, she lived with her fiancé in a small room they rented from a
friend. Yaranda and her friend argued constantly about the living arrangements. Finally, Yaranda’s fiancé
moved back to his father’s house, telling her that she would have to find somewhere else to live with the
kids. Yaranda moved in with a cousin, who asked Yaranda to leave after a few weeks because she was
afraid that the landlord would find out about the extra residents. The nearest shelter was 50 miles away
from her home community, but Yaranda had nowhere else to go.
Yaranda has various physical ailments including chronic back pain and an untreated knee injury that make
it difficult to care for her young children. She has no friends nearby to support her and has become
depressed since she lost her home. When she moved into the shelter someone told her that she could put
her kids into temporary custody with the Department of Children’s Services, but the very idea of losing
them – even temporarily – is too painful. Yaranda does not know what to do.
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State
% of Homeless Children
Reporting Moderate to
Severe Health Conditions
% of Middle-Income
Children Reporting
Moderate to Severe
Health Conditions
1. Nevada 6 7
2. Missouri 6 6
3. Wyoming 7 7
4. Delaware 7 7
5. North Dakota 8 4
6. Wisconsin 8 6
7. Utah 8 5.5
8. Colorado 9 7
9. Texas 9 6
10. New Hampshire 10 8
State
% of Homeless Children
Reporting Moderate to
Severe Health Conditions
% of Middle-Income
Children Reporting
Moderate to Severe
Health Conditions
41. Iowa 18 6
42. Indiana 18 7
43. Massachusetts 18 8.5
44. Alabama 18 8
45. New York 18 6
46. Louisiana 18 7
47. Washington 18 7
48. Maine 20 9
49. Maryland 20 8
50. Kentucky 20 7
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Moderate to severe
health conditions
include asthma,
dental health, and 
emotional disturbance.
Top and Bottom 10: Moderate to Severe Health Conditions
Moderate to Severe Health Conditions in Homeless and Middle-Income Children
What We Know from the Report Card
More than one in seven homeless children have moderate to severe health conditions. In 
comparison, less than one in sixteen middle-class children report these health conditions.51
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ii. Asthma
Asthma has become a hallmark of poor health among homeless children. The most common
chronic childhood illness, it is aggravated by the difficult living conditions often experienced by
children without homes. It keeps children from going to and participating in school; interferes
with a child’s ability to play; and places an undue burden on the family. For families headed by
women alone, who cannot afford child care and may have jobs with inflexible hours, caring for a
child with asthma can contribute to the slide into homelessness. Statistics describing the preva-
lence of asthma confirm its association with poverty and environmental conditions that challenge
respiratory health. 
• In 2000, asthma accounted for 152,000 or 7.4% of all hospital admissions for children and
adolescents, with more than half billed to Medicaid, which is the health insurance most often
used by homeless children.52
• Asthma is more common among those living below the Federal Poverty Level (10.3%) com-
pared to those at or above the poverty level (6.4% to 7.9%). It is also more common among
African Americans (9.2%) compared to Whites (6.9%), and those of Puerto Rican descent
(14.5%) compared to those of Mexican origin (3.9%).53
• African-American and Hispanic children have more severe asthma, miss more school days,
and have poorer health status as compared to white children with similar demographic and
insurance status.54
The profile of children who suffer from asthma is magnified for homeless children, a dispropor-
tionate number of whom are African-American. High rates of asthma among homeless children
are strongly associated with old, dilapidated housing, exposure to smoke and other environmen-
tal allergens, crowded shelters that facilitate the spread of infections, stress, and poor access to
health care.
What We Know from the Report Card
Almost one out of nine homeless children experienced one or more asthma-related health 
conditions. In comparison, less than one in 15 middle-class children experienced asthma-
related health conditions.
State % of Middle-Income Children Reporting One or More Asthma-Related Health Conditions
State
% of Homeless Children
Reporting One or More
Asthma-Related Health
Conditions
% of Middle-Income
Children Reporting One or
More Asthma-Related
Health Conditions
1. South Dakota* 4 5
2. North Dakota* 5 6
3. Idaho 5 4.9
4. Nevada* 5 6
5. Utah 5 5
6. Missouri 5.9 7
7. Tennessee 6 6
8. Oregon 7 5.5
9. Arizona 7.9 8.5
10. Mississippi 8 5
State
% of Homeless Children
Reporting One or More
Asthma-Related Health
Conditions
% of Middle-Income
Children Reporting One or
More Asthma-Related
Health Conditions
41. Maine 16 8
42. Delaware 16 7
43. Connecticut 16 6
44. Kansas 16 8
45. South Carolina 16 6
46. West Virginia 18 7
47. Kentucky 20 5
48. New York 20 8
49. Louisiana 20 5.5
50. Maryland 25 8
T O P  1 0  S T A T E S B O T T O M  1 0  S T A T E S
*Sample size too small for statistical reliability
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iii. Dental Care
Homeless children are at increased risk for tooth decay—the most common unmet health need among all
children.55 Five times more common than asthma, it has the potential of adversely affecting every
aspect of a child’s life. With the tragic death of two children in 2007 due to complications from
untreated dental disease, more attention has been focused on this problem. 
Insurance coverage often determines the extent of pre-
ventive dental care.56 Children’s dental woes out-
weigh even their general medical needs. The
American Academy of Pediatric Dentistry recom-
mends that children visit a dentist at least once
before age one and bi-annually afterwards. Follow-
through may depend to a large extent on adequate
dental insurance. According to the National Survey
of Children’s Health:
• Over 16 million children are not covered for
dental services, more than two and one-half
times the number of children without medical
coverage. 
• About half of all low-income children receive
their medical and dental coverage through
Medicaid and SCHIP. 
• In 2006, almost 75% of children aged 2-17 with
public coverage visited a dentist in the past year,
compared to only 48% of uninsured children. 
Limited participation of dentists in these public
insurance plans, an inadequate number of dentists,
as well as uneven geographic distribution, all con-
tribute to poor access. 
What We Know from the Kaiser Commission on Medicaid and the Uninsured 57
*Dental health outcomes are included within the General Health indicator described earlier.
• Although homeless children are likely to have more dental caries (i.e., tooth decay, cavities)
as well as more severe decay at any age, they are twice as likely to have untreated caries 
in their primary teeth.
• One in three poor children had no dental care in the prior year, compared to one in five 
children in households above the poverty line.
• Low-income children had 12 times as many restricted activity days due to dental disease,
compared to their higher income counterparts.
• Within the same income groups, there is also evidence of racial/ethnic disparities. Children 
of color are more likely to have tooth decay, but less likely to have visited a dentist in the
prior year compared to White children in the same income bracket.
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iv. Traumatic Stress and Violence
Stress and trauma are all too common experiences in the lives of homeless children. They
encounter interpersonal and random violence both in their homes and neighborhoods. Not only
do homeless children commonly witness severe conflict and violence between their parents or
parenting figures, they are routinely victims of physical and sexual abuse. In a five-city study of
assaults on women, children were found to be present in more than three-quarters of the house-
holds where domestic violence was reported to the police. Most of the households were headed
by women with low incomes.58
The effects of traumatic stress and violence on children can be profound and long-lasting.
Witnessing violence can be as shattering as being directly involved in violent altercations. Many
children who witness violence develop a range of emotional and behavioral problems including:
high levels of depression and anxiety; increased fearful and inhibited behavior; more frequent
aggressive outbursts and antisocial behavior; and greater acceptance of violence as a way of resolv-
ing conflict. There is little doubt these experiences interfere with a child’s capacity to learn and
to perform adequately in school. In fact, childhood trauma can lead to damaging changes to
brain structures and functions.59 Violent experiences also may result in difficulties forming sus-
tained relationships and feeling safe in the world. 
Researchers have documented a strong link between domestic violence and homelessness. Almost
40% of cities surveyed by the U.S. Conference of Mayors identified domestic violence as a primary
cause of homelessness.60 A multi-year, longitudinal study of homeless families in a medium-sized
Massachusetts city found that approximately two-thirds of homeless mothers had been severely
physically assaulted by an intimate partner as adults – almost one-third by their current or most
recent partner. More than one-quarter of these women needed or required medical treatment
because of the assault.61 Despite the strong association between homelessness and domestic vio-
lence, many programs for homeless children and families have not integrated trauma-informed
services into their routine care.
What We Know from the Report Card
• More than three times as many homeless children are in households where adults “hit or
throw things” compared to middle-class children.
Domestic 
violence is a 
common cause of
homelessness.
A M E R I C A ’ S  Y O U N G E S T  O U T C A S T S  Findings
The National Center on Family Homelessness www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org | 25 |
v. Mental Health 
For children to grow, learn, and master the developmental tasks of childhood, they must be 
physically and emotionally healthy. For all children, the consequences of untreated mental health
disorders are devastating and may include school failure and dropping out, substance abuse, 
violence, and even suicide.62 Sadly, young children are not immune; among children ages five to
14 years old, suicide is the sixth leading cause of death.  
• One in five young people have a mental health problem.63
• At least one in ten, or about six million children, has an emotional disturbance that is serious
enough to disrupt daily functioning in home, school, or the community.64
• Mental health disorders may begin as early as 7-11 years old and often persist into adulthood.65
• More than three-quarters of these children do not receive adequate treatment.66
Low-income children are at increased risk for mental health problems – not
surprising given the high levels of stress and trauma they experience. More
than one in five low-income children ages six to 17 have mental health prob-
lems. Many more have serious emotional disturbances. Approximately 57%
of these low-income children come from families that live at or below the
poverty level.67
Many homeless children describe worries and fears about having no place to
live or sleep or about something bad happening to their family. They also
fear guns and violence.69 They are also the most vulnerable of all to mental
health problems. By age eight, one out of three children experiencing
homelessness will have a diagnosable mental disorder that interferes with
daily activity – compared to nearly one out of five other school-age children.
Almost half suffer from anxiety and depression, while one-third express
their distress through aggressive or delinquent behaviors.68
The health and well-being of a parent is inextricably linked to the health and
well-being of their children. Mental health issues, such as the high rates of
depression seen in homeless mothers, significantly impede a parent’s ability
to bond with her child. The quality of the parent/child relationship has a
profound impact on a child’s awareness of self and others, social and emo-
tional development, and school adjustment.70 The absence of a predictable
and supportive parent is a threat to a child’s emotional and physical well-
being and may impact all aspects of a child’s functioning, beginning at the
most fundamental, neurobiological level. Research suggests that “relation-
ships children have with their caregivers play critical roles in regulating
stress hormone production during the early years of life.”71 Experiences such
as abuse, neglect, and maternal depression can lead to elevated levels of
stress hormones that may impact brain development and future coping
skills. In addition, research has shown that children who have a parent with
a mental health problem are at greater risk of developing psychiatric diag-
noses, developmental delays, and psychosocial and academic problems.72
Maternal Depression 
Prevalence
• About 25% of low-income women experi-
ence depression, as compared to only 12%
of all women.73
• For low-income mothers of young children,
pregnant and parenting teens, the preva-
lence of depressive symptoms is as high as
40%-60%.74
• More than 50% of mothers experience a
major depressive episode while homeless.75
• 85% of homeless mothers report having
had a major depressive episode in the
past.76
Impact on Young Children77
• Interferes with health and development
beginning before birth.
• Impairs critical early relationships.
• Impairs health management (e.g., breast-
feeding, preventive health measures, or
managing chronic health conditions).
• Impact is greater in combination with other
parental risks (e.g., poverty, substance
abuse, domestic violence, trauma).
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Children with mental health needs are sometimes faced with a bleak future. Even with health
insurance, more than three-quarters do not receive much needed mental health services. For
those without health insurance and those with the most intense needs, prospects are even worse.
As with other healthcare disparities, culture, race, and ethnicity have a strong impact on mental
health.78 For example, only 12% of Latino children receive adequate mental health services.
Furthermore, if the mental health problem is complicated by substance abuse, the likelihood of
receiving treatment is minimal.79 The barriers to receiving adequate mental health treatment
while homeless are overwhelming.
What We Know from the Report Card
• One in six homeless children have emotional disturbances. This rate is twice that experienced
by middle-class children.
State
% of Homeless Children
Reporting Emotional
Disturbances
% of Middle-Income
Children Reporting
Emotional Disturbances
1. Missouri 6.5 6.5
2. Delaware 8 8
3. Utah 9.5 6.5
4. New Jersey 10 7.5
5. Massachusetts 10 8
6. Michigan 10 8
7. Washington 10 8
8. Arizona 10 6
9. Virginia 11 6
10. Nevada 12 8
State
% of Homeless Children
Reporting Emotional
Disturbances
% of Middle-Income
Children Reporting
Emotional Disturbances
41. New York 20 7
42. Maine 24 8
43. Kansas 25 6.5
44. Tennessee 25 7
45. North Carolina 25 7
46. Arkansas 25 7.5
47. Kentucky 25 7
48. Pennsylvania 25 6.5
49. Indiana 26 6.5
50. Nebraska 30 5
T O P  1 0  S T A T E S B O T T O M  1 0  S T A T E S
Emotional Disturbances in Homeless and Middle-Income Children
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c. Education
Homeless children have the educational deck stacked against them.The link between education
and income is one of the most transparent relationships in economics,80 and one of the clearest
routes out of poverty. Children experiencing homelessness are faced with huge barriers to achiev-
ing a high school diploma. Education is key to breaking the  intergenerational cycle of poverty.
Strikingly, 82% of children whose parents have less than a high school diploma live in poverty.81
Poverty traps poor students who need a good education to better their living
standards. But in a classic Catch 22, poor children are more likely to do
worse than non-poor children on measures of school achievement. They are
twice as likely as their non-poor counterparts to have repeated a grade, to
have been expelled or suspended from school, or to have dropped out of
high school.82
Poverty is strongly correlated with poor educational outcomes.85 Some of the
factors interfering with education include: 
• Low-income districts where schools are inadequately funded and academ-
ic resources are limited or non-existent often provide lower quality child
care and poorer schooling. Some administrators and staff often have low
expectations for their students.
• Low-income neighborhoods – characterized by poor housing conditions,
high crime, and unemployment – are associated with higher rates of
behavior problems among children. These problems impact school 
readiness and performance.
• The sparse presence of books in a poor home creates a literacy environment that may 
impede cognitive development.
• Children may be direct victims of their parents’ compromised mental health – particularly
maternal depression and distress, which is more common in low-income families. These 
problems can lead to disruptions in the parent-child relationship that affects social, emotion-
al, and cognitive outcomes.
• Malnutrition, exposure to lead poisoning and other toxins, low birth weight, abuse, and poor
general health are all endemic conditions of poverty and can result in different educational
outcomes between poor children and their non-poor peers.
• Risky health behaviors including smoking, alcohol and drug abuse, restricted opportunities
for healthy eating or exercise and exposure to various environmental hazards – poor housing
conditions, crime, proximity to pollutants – interfere with the capacity to learn. 
CASE STUDY: Education
Taylor is a 12-year old boy living in shelter with his mother, Maryann. Taylor is having a hard time at
school. He is impulsive and angry, often gets into fights, and has a hard time keeping up with the other
students. He can’t seem to stay focused and rarely sits still. His teachers have told him that unless he
improves his grades, he will be kept back. Maryann knows her son is capable of better work; he just needs
help with his behavior and his school work. Taylor purposely takes a long time to get ready for school
because he knows that the other kids will tease him about his poor school performance and slow work.
When they found out that Taylor is living in a shelter, they teased him even more. Taylor is isolated, and
has no friends. His teachers are frustrated with him. If someone recognized his learning disability and put
a plan in place, Taylor would be a much happier and more confident kid.
Black males are over-represented among
families living in poverty, and are also more
disadvantaged in school than their White
non-Hispanic peers. Compared to White
males, Black males do worse on the National
Assessment of Educational progress (NAEP),
have lower graduation rates, higher rates of
placement in special education, lower rates
of placement in gifted/talented and
Advanced Placement classes, and more fre-
quent suspensions and expulsions.83 As a
consequence, they do less well on academic
achievement measures and have significant-
ly lower high school graduation and college
matriculation rates.84
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Even more than poverty, homelessness is profoundly destructive to the educational outcomes of
children. The notion of a home literacy environment becomes a bitter irony for those without a
home. When hunger is a way of life, the pathways to health and nutrition are equally far from
reach. Parental trauma and depression add further stress and discord to a situation already filled
with fear and uncertainty. Many children also witness violence daily. When homelessness 
compounds these difficulties, is it any wonder that homeless children have trouble enrolling,
attending, and succeeding in school? 
Homeless children often start school behind other children. Transportation problems, lost
records, and frequent relocations hinder these children from attending school regularly.
Learning disabilities plague them at twice the rate of other children who are also much more 
likely to receive special educational services. The uncertainty of their life outside school makes
paying attention in school more difficult. The high rates of mobility wreak havoc with attempts to
obtain a consistent education. Not surprisingly, homeless children repeat a grade at twice the rate
of other children and are twice as likely to be suspended from school. 
The impact of interrupted schooling can have long-term consequences. In contrast, for students
who are able to complete high school, the benefits are extraordinary. High school graduates
achieve “higher incomes, better health, lower criminal activity, and lower welfare receipt.”86
The negative consequences of not graduating are profound and the risk among homeless 
students is high:
• Remarkably, “those who graduate from high school live about 9.2 years longer than high
school drop-outs.”87
• Those who fail to graduate from high school are more likely to die prematurely from 
cardiovascular disease, cancer, and infection, injury, lung disease, and diabetes combined.88
• Students who drop out of high school earn on average $200,000 less over their lifetime than
high school graduates.89
• The net lifetime contributions lost to society after accounting for the costs that would be
incurred in order to improve education are $127,000 per non-graduating student.90
What We Know from the Report Card
• Proficiency rates for homeless children in reading and math fall on average 16% lower than
the scores for all students.
• Less than one in four homeless children graduates from high school.
Academic Proficiency Among Homeless Students vs. All Students
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Homeless children
often start school
behind other 
children.
Transportation
problems, lost
records, and 
frequent reloca-
tions hinder these
children from
attending school
regularly.
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3. Risk Factors for Child Homelessness 
Often when we think about predictors of homelessness, we focus on factors related to individual
vulnerability such as the recent birth of a child or hospitalization of a parent for a mental health
or substance abuse problem. However, individual factors only tell us who is more likely to be
affected by various structural factors that determine who will lose one’s home. These structural
factors determine the overall likelihood of becoming homeless. Particular subgroups most vul-
nerable to these market forces are often driven by who our society considers most expendable
and have varied considerably over the last century – except during economic recessions when the
playing field seems to be leveled. For example, since the mid-1980’s increasing numbers of
women and children, most often in families, have joined the ranks of the homeless population.   
The Report Card’s risk index was developed by using structural variables contributing to home-
lessness such as rates of extreme poverty, household composition, housing market factors (e.g.,
available housing stock), and generosity of benefits. When considered together, these factors help
determine the risk for child homelessness in each state. The impact of unique state/regional
characteristics, history, and political context is not directly captured in the risk index.
Extreme Poverty
This domain is represented by a single variable: the rate of extreme poverty as defined by the per-
centage of households with incomes at 50% of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) or lower. Of all
the state descriptors that we considered, extreme poverty was by far the strongest predictor of
family homelessness. For additional information about the Federal Poverty Level, see Appendix
2: Methodology and Limitations.
Household Structure
The household structure domain is comprised of two variables: female-headed households and
teen births. These two variables represent families who are particularly vulnerable to an econom-
ic catastrophe. With sole responsibility for child care, homemaking, and wage earning, families
headed by women confront a daunting challenge, particularly in a labor market that has shifted
away from manufacturing jobs. For women with children who have limited education and job
skills, the options for survival are low-paying service-sector jobs with inflexible hours and inade-
quate benefits, TANF, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (food stamps) and/or
long wait lists for affordable housing. Similarly, areas with high teen birth rates include many chil-
dren with parents who are lacking the education and incomes that older parents have and are
therefore more likely to be at risk for becoming homeless.
CASE STUDY: Housing
Last year, Sophia lost her job and her roommate moved out. After falling behind in her rent, she and her
two children – Star, age 15, and Andy, age 18 months – were evicted from the apartment. Now living in
a shelter, she has applied for a housing voucher, but the wait list is very long. Although after many months
she has finally secured a job, she worries that it could be years before she can afford stable housing for
her whole family.
Sophia often talks often about her fears of raising her children alone as a single parent – she has a tenth
grade education, earns minimum wage, and worries that they will end up staying in the shelter for a long
time. She battles depression, but is determined to keep her job and to keep applying for housing.
Her teenage daughter asks everyday when they will find an apartment, and Sophia always answers, “I’m
trying, honey.”
A growing number of fami-
lies headed by women alone
now populate the bottom
fifth of the income ladder.
They tend to be poorer than
two-parent families and
people who are disabled or
elderly.91 Many are “cost
burdened” or have “worst
case housing needs” and are
at imminent risk of econom-
ic disaster.
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Housing Market Factors
The housing market factor reflects how much housing is available for families at the low end 
of the economic ladder. The two indicators comprising this domain are extreme or worst case
housing need (defined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD] as
paying 50% or more of income for rent or living in substandard housing and experiencing a hous-
ing foreclosure).92 Worst case housing need is a strong predictor of family homelessness because
it includes a subgroup that may be one unexpected expense away from eviction. Similarly, fore-
closure rates are an indicator of diminished housing stock. In many locales, foreclosures also lead
to the eviction of vulnerable tenants and are associated with rising rates of homelessness. 
What We Know about Housing and Income
• In every state in America, housing costs outpace wages.98
• A family with one-full time worker earning minimum wage cannot afford the HUD 
established Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment anywhere in the 
United States.99
• A full-time worker earning the average renter wage cannot afford a two-bedroom apartment
at the FMR almost anywhere in the United States.100
• In the vast majority of states, the hourly wage needed to afford the rent for a two-bedroom
apartment is 2-3 times the minimum wage.101
• Available housing vouchers, a potential solution, meet only one-quarter of the need in
America.102
The Report Card’s risk
index was developed
by using structural
variables contributing
to homelessness such
as rates of extreme
poverty, household
composition, housing
market factors (e.g.,
available housing
stock), and generosity
of benefits.
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Housing market factors reflect the shortage of affordable housing and
the growing imbalance between housing costs and the resources of
low-income families – and partly explain why increasing numbers of
families are joining the ranks of the homeless.
As the gap between rich and poor has increased, the purchas-
ing power of low-income families has plummeted. According to
Robert Greenstein of the Center for Budget and Policy Priorities,
“income inequality in the United States has risen to historically high
levels…and has been increasing for more than 30 years.”93 The largest
gains have been accrued among the wealthiest 1%. Between 1979
and 2005, the income of the richest Americans more than tripled,
rising 228% ($76,500) per household, while the income of the bottom
fifth rose only 6% ($900).94 The impact of this widening gap on those
at the bottom of the income scale is devastating. Many of these fam-
ilies no longer have the purchasing power to sustain their households.
Basics like food, clothing, child care, transportation, and housing are
often out of reach.
Across the country, housing costs have soared as the supply of
affordable housing units has shrunk.95 The declining number of
low-income housing units has compounded the dwindling purchasing
power of families at the bottom. Between 2003 and 2005, 4.2% of
units for extremely low-income renters and 4.9% of units for very low-
income renters disappeared from the market. HUD’s report on afford-
able housing shows that affordable rental units are frequently inhab-
ited by higher income renters – further shrinking the housing supply
for low-income renters. The amount of vacant affordable housing units
for extremely low-income renters shrunk by 400,000 (13%) in 2005.
As housing costs have increased, millions of Americans must
choose between housing and other necessities. More and more
families are paying more than one-third of their incomes for housing
– the proportion at which housing costs are considered affordable. For
these “cost-burdened” families, other essentials such as food, trans-
portation, medical care, and child care often lie out of reach. About six
million American families must devote 50% or more of their income
to housing and/or live in substandard housing.96 These families with
“worst case housing needs” carry the highest risk of becoming home-
less.
Increasing foreclosure rates are leaving more families home-
less than ever before – and the numbers are growing. The current
economic downturn, especially housing foreclosures, has created
unprecedented increases in family homelessness. In fact, foreclosures
rose 70% between the third quarters of 2007 and 2008.The impact on
children is startling. More than 150 school districts reported at least a
50% increase in the numbers of identified homeless children from the
2006-2007 school year to 2007-2008. Within the first three months of
the 2008-2009 school year, 177 school districts had already served the
same number or more homeless students than they served during the
entire previous school year.97
Housing assistance programs have been unable to close the gap
between the supply and demand for affordable housing. The dual
problem of declining housing stock and increasing rents for existing
housing has been exacerbated by the failure of housing assistance
programs to keep pace with the need. In 2002, HUD’s budget was less
than half of what it was in the late 1970s in real dollars. Construction
and renovation of public housing complexes were all but eliminated
in recent years. Vouchers, originally designed to bridge the gap
between income and rent, have become the primary form of housing
assistance – yet, three out of four eligible households receive no fed-
eral housing assistance. Because of the high demand for housing
assistance and the backlog of individuals on long waiting lists, some
agencies have stopped taking new applications for vouchers altogeth-
er. In many areas with tight rental vacancy rates, families allocated
Section 8 vouchers are unable to find landlords willing to rent to them
under the program rules. Many lose their chance to become adequate-
ly housed.
H O U S I N G  M A R K E T  F A C T O R S  A N D  C H I L D  H O M E L E S S N E S S
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What We Know from the Report Card
• Female-headed families receiving public assistance have an estimated monthly deficit of
$400 to $1000 from the amount needed to rent a two-bedroom apartment at a state’s FMR.
• The cost of providing housing vouchers for the current number of homeless families at FMR
for a two-bedroom apartment would require less than 1% to 2% of each state’s budget.
Generosity of Benefits
When rent far exceeds income, people simply cannot afford to maintain their housing. For those
with extremely low incomes, public benefits are essential. The fourth domain of the risk index,
generosity of benefits, describes the income supports available for homeless families. This domain
is made up of four variables, each representing a resource that helps buffer the impact of pover-
ty: 1) use of federal child care vouchers; 2) ratio of the TANF benefit to a state’s Fair Market Rent;
3) rate of children who lack insurance; and 4) participation in the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (food stamps). 
Child care is expen-
sive and seldom
available for those
who work nights or
on swing shifts. State
cuts in child care –
certain to increase
given the fiscal cli-
mate – have created
further hardships for
low-income families.
Nationally, only 12%
of eligible children in
need of assistance
are receiving child
care support.103
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What We Know from the Report Card
• Texas, Louisiana, Georgia, and Oklahoma have
the highest overall risk for child homelessness.
• Southern and Southwestern states comprise the
majority of states that scored high on overall
risk.
• States that scored well on the poverty indica-
tors tended to have lower overall risk for child
homelessness, with some exceptions.
• Benefits generosity and household structure
also tended to reflect states’ overall risk scores,
with some exceptions.
• In contrast, states that have more robust hous-
ing stocks did not necessarily score well on
overall risk for homelessness.
State Rank 
Minnesota 1
New Hampshire 2
North Dakota 3
Iowa 4
Vermont 5
Wyoming 6
Alaska 7
Wisconsin 8
Utah 9
Hawaii 10
Maine 11
Nebraska 12
Kansas 13
Montana 14
Idaho 15
South Dakota 16
Connecticut 17
Massachusetts 18
Delaware 19
Virginia 20
Maryland 21
New Jersey 22
Washington 23
West Virginia 24
Rhode Island 25
Oregon 26
Pennsylvania 27
California 28
Indiana 29
Missouri 30
New York 31
Colorado 32
Illinois 33
Alabama 34
Kentucky 35
Michigan 36
Florida 37
South Carolina 38
Mississippi 39
Nevada 40
North Carolina 41
Ohio 42
Arkansas 43
New Mexico 44
Arizona 45
Tennessee 46
Oklahoma 47
Georgia 48
Louisiana 49
Texas 50
Risk for Child Homelessness
(1=Best, 50=Worst)
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4. Policies and Planning Efforts
State governments are central to ending homelessness. The policies they implement and plan-
ning activities they undertake have profound effects on children experiencing homelessness. 
To determine how states are faring, we examined key policy initiatives in five areas:
For many of these areas, we examined federal policies that states are primarily responsible for
implementing. For example, state governments are the primary route through which federal
homelessness and other anti-poverty initiatives are implemented. When appropriately funded,
states can pull critical federal dollars into communities, helping to prevent families living in vul-
nerable situations from plunging into homelessness. These policies can also support and stabilize
currently homeless families who are trying to find safe and stable housing. 
We also reviewed state planning efforts focused on ending child homelessness and gave consider-
ation to current state policy responses. These planning efforts indicate how states are working to
end homelessness. With leadership from the U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness, many
states have formed their own interagency councils. Some have engaged in 10-year planning
processes that chart a course to end family homelessness in their state. Others have examined the
definition of homelessness, making determinations about who is considered “homeless.” At the
end of each state planning section, we have classified state planning efforts to end child home-
lessness into one of four categories: extensive planning, moderate planning, early stages of plan-
ning, or inadequate planning. This classification helps states understand how their planning
efforts to end child homelessness align with other states. 
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a. Policy 
This section describes state policies that when implemented effectively help children and families who are
homeless or at-risk of homelessness. 
As previously discussed, a significant shortage of decent, affordable housing afflicts
our nation. We have chosen several indicators that reflect state efforts to respond
to both the emergency and long-term housing needs of children and families.
According to the Annual Homelessness Assessment Report 2007, our nation’s capacity
to house people who are homeless increased six percent between 1996 and 2005.104
Despite these gains, we still fall far short of the supply needed to ensure that no
one is left without a place to call home. 
Emergency shelter, transitional housing, and permanent supportive housing slots address a state’s
ability to house families in need. Emergency shelters are typically run by community organizations
and faith-based groups. Many families come to emergency shelters after months of staying with
friends and families, or living in campgrounds, cars or in other precarious situations. Some 
families arrive at shelters after being evicted. Others are fleeing domestic violence situations, even
if they do not identify it as the primary reason for their homelessness. Emergency shelters 
provide a temporary haven for families to “re-group”; determine how best to address economic,
educational, and health issues that may have contributed to their homelessness; and move to sta-
ble, permanent housing. 
Transitional housing bridges the gap between emergency shelters and permanent housing – often
providing more intensive services and allowing longer lengths of stay than emergency shelters.
Transitional housing models arose in the mid-1980s, when communities realized that for some,
emergency shelter services were not sufficient to ensure a permanent exit from homelessness.
Transitional housing programs often have a specialized focus on particular barriers to stable
housing and provide services and supports to address these issues. For example, programs may
be designed exclusively for those fleeing domestic violence, struggling with addictions, or work-
ing to reunite with children in the foster care system.105
Ideally, families leave emergency shelter or transitional housing for permanent housing options
that include unsubsidized apartments, subsidized apartments (e.g., through Section 8 vouchers),
public housing, or permanent supportive housing. Permanent supportive housing works well for
people who have “multiple barriers to employment and housing stability, which might include
mental illness, chemical dependency, and/or other disabling or chronic health conditions.”106
Nationally, there are 29,949 units (i.e., housing for one family) of emergency shelter, 35,799 units
of transitional housing, and 25,141 units of permanent supportive housing, for a total of 90,889
units for families. These numbers are based on HUD Continuum of Care reports and represent
the most accurate count available. For each state, we report the number of each of these types of
units available to give an idea of the state’s ability to house homeless families on any given night.
As foreclosures rise, we will no doubt see an increase in the need for various housing assistance
programs.  
1. Housing
A significant short-
age of decent,
affordable housing
afflicts our nation.
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CASE STUDY: Doubling Up
Lakisha is a 23-year old single mother of three young children and an infant. Without other options, they
sleep each night on her neighbor’s living room floor. The arrangement is difficult, but Lakisha doesn’t have
any other options. Her friend’s family stays up late every night, which means that Lakisha’s children do
not get enough sleep. Once everyone goes to bed, Lakisha is not allowed to turn on any lights, even if she
needs to use the bathroom or comfort one of her children. One night as she was taking her five year old
to the bathroom she tripped and fell, hurting her back. Her daughter began to cry. Lakisha, feeling wor-
ried, placed her hand on the child’s mouth so that she didn’t wake the family. It made her feel awful. When
she awoke the next morning, Lakisha could barely move. She discovered that her back was badly bruised
from her fall during the night. She and her children traveled across town to the community health center
to have her back checked. When the nurse asked her what happened, Lakisha was embarrassed. She said
she fell down the stairs. The nurse informed her that the only way to feel better was to stay off her feet
and rest in bed.
Section 8 vouchers and public housing are criti-
cal strategies for helping low-income families
attain affordable housing. Section 8 vouchers,
sometimes called Housing Choice Vouchers,
enable tenants to find their own housing, a por-
tion of which is paid for using their voucher.107
The family pays the remaining portion of the
rent. Public housing was created exclusively for
low-income families, the elderly, and people with
disabilities. Buildings range from scattered site
single-family homes to high-rise apartments.
Approximately 1.2 million households live in
public housing units.108
Local housing authorities are given discretion to establish wait list priorities that reflect the 
communities they serve. For example, they might choose to prioritize survivors of domestic 
violence, people experiencing homelessness, or families who were involuntarily displaced due 
to floods or fire. Of the 32 states for which we have data, 69% of public housing waiting lists and
66% of Section 8 waiting lists give preference to survivors of domestic violence.110 At present, only
59% of public housing waiting lists and 50% of Section 8 waiting lists give priority to those who
are homeless.111
Waiting lists for Section 8 vouchers and public housing are lengthy. The local housing authorities
that administer these programs may choose to close its waiting list when demand far exceeds their
anticipated vacancy rate. Over 40% of Section 8 and 15% of public housing waiting lists are closed
to new applicants. In large cities, such as New York and Los Angeles, the number of families on
waiting lists far exceeds the capacity of the housing authority. For example, Los Angeles County
Community Development Commission has over 17 times as many families on the waiting list as
they have public housing units.112
In addition to long waiting lists, both the Section 8 and public housing programs have other 
distinct challenges. For example, even when allocated a Section 8 voucher, families are not
assured of securing a housing unit; they must convince a landlord to rent to them through the
program. In parts of the country with tight rental markets, only a fraction of applicants are suc-
cessful in contracting with landlords. Furthermore, in some cases families have eviction records
or poor credit ratings that disqualify them from renting; in other cases, tenants lack the security
deposits required to rent housing. 
Over 80% of the
people on Section 8
and public housing
waiting lists are fam-
ilies with extremely
low incomes.109
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Families entering public housing also face a variety of challenges. Public housing is notorious 
for being in significant disrepair, leading to unsafe conditions for families and children. Many
public housing units are located in neighborhoods plagued by gang violence, drugs, and other
dangerous conditions. Subsidized housing via Section 8 vouchers or public housing units help
families exit homelessness, but additional efforts must be made to buttress these programs.
Overall, increasing numbers of families experiencing homelessness and the multiple challenges
associated with obtaining subsidized housing indicate a need to generate a more extensive stock
of affordable housing in communities nationwide. Creating housing trust funds that support safe,
decent, affordable housing is a critical strategy for addressing this issue. Originally started 
30 years ago, the housing trust fund movement began with the belief that the health of a commu-
nity relied on its ability to create affordable housing for its citizens. Housing trust funds are estab-
lished by ordinance or legislation on a state, county, or city level, and target low-income house-
holds. They rely on public revenue sources (e.g., real estate transfer taxes, interest from state-held
funds, document recording fees, etc.), which vary depending on the resources of a community. 
For communities with housing trust funds, most use them to fund new construction, rehabilita-
tion, and preservation, acquisition, permanent supportive housing, and services for special pop-
ulations. Many also use these funds for transitional housing and emergency rental assistance.
Often, housing trust funds require that funding be used to create housing that is affordable to
households within a specific income range – from households with no income or who are home-
less to as high as 140% of area median income (AMI). In a survey conducted by the Center for
Community Change, more than half of the housing trust funds surveyed report that they target
households earning no more than 60% of AMI. Six state housing trust funds dedicate their
resources exclusively to serving people who are homeless.113
Thirty-eight states have state housing trust funds. Hundreds of city and county housing trust
funds are in operation as well, generating over $1.6 billion annually to support affordable hous-
ing. Various revenue sources are tapped to finance these funds:
• Four of the seven states that collected over $50 million or more annually did so through real
estate transfer taxes. 
• Five of the states using document recording fees to fund their housing trust fund collected
between $10 and $50 million.
State housing trust funds create long-term capacity and have significant economic impact. For
example, Florida and Vermont provide training and technical assistance for capacity-building
activities, including the development of affordable housing programs, public/private partner-
ships, local housing assistance plans, and regulatory reforms. Philadelphia’s housing trust fund
invested $69 million in construction, rehabilitation, and home repairs. These activities in turn will
generate an additional $112 million for the city itself, $188 million for the region, and $224 mil-
lion for the state. The investment in housing will also create nearly 400 jobs citywide, almost 1,400
in the region, and over 1,700 in the state annually.114
Of the 32 states for
which we have data,
69% of public housing
waiting lists and 66% 
of Section 8 waiting
lists give preference to
survivors of domestic
violence. At present,
only 59% of public
housing waiting lists
and 50% of Section 
8 waiting lists give 
priority to those who
are homeless.
Over 40% of Section 
8 and 15% of public
housing waiting lists 
are closed to new 
applicants.
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The Housing and Economic Recovery Act of 2008 established a National Housing Trust Fund
(NHTF), creating our country’s first new production program specifically targeted to extremely
low-income households since the inception of the Section 8 program in 1974. Under the new law:
• The NHTF is a permanent program with a dedicated funding source and is not subject to the
annual Congressional appropriations process.
• At least 90% of the funding has to be used to produce, preserve, rehabilitate, or operate
rental housing. 
• All the funding must benefit very low-income individuals,, with a particular focus on those
falling into the extremely low-income category. 
Funding for the NHTF is based on annual contributions from Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. Until
2011, most of the NHTF funds will be placed into a reserve fund that covers losses due to trou-
bled mortgages. By 2010, policymakers anticipate that Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac will be more
stable and contributions to the NHTF will begin to accrue at a higher rate. In the meantime, HUD
is beginning to work on implementing this important legislation.115
What We Know about Housing
• 90,889 units of emergency shelter, transitional housing, and permanent supportive housing
are available for families.
• Most people on public housing and Section 8 waiting lists are families with extremely 
low incomes. It is likely that many of them have experienced or are currently experiencing
homelessness.
• 38 states have state housing trust funds.
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Homelessness results from a shortfall between a family’s income and housing afford-
ability. Increasing a family’s monthly income is a critical way to ensure that they are
able to escape homelessness and remain housed or that they never become home-
less. When examining state income policies, we highlight gaps between the income
of families living in poverty and housing options. 
One way to examine the gap between income and housing is to compare the mini-
mum wage and the average wage for renters with the “housing wage” – the hourly wage needed
to afford a two-bedroom apartment at Fair Market Rent (FMR).116
• The federal minimum wage is $6.55/hour. 
• Twenty-four states have minimum wages that exceed this amount, with Washington having the
highest at $8.07/hour.  
As the National Low Income Housing Coalition’s Out of Reach report has described year after year,
a minimum wage earner working full-time cannot afford a two-bedroom apartment at FMR 
anywhere in the country.116 On average, a full-time worker earning minimum wage earns just 47%
of what is needed to afford a two-bedroom apartment at FMR: The five states with the greatest 
disparity between minimum wage and housing affordability are Hawaii (25%), Maryland (31%),
New York (31%), New Jersey (32%), and California (33%). The five states with the least dispari-
ty between housing affordability and minimum wage – Arkansas (58%), South Dakota (59%),
Iowa (61%), North Dakota (63%), and
West Virginia (67%) – still fall woefully
short. 
Another way to examine the gap between
wages and housing costs is to consider the
average wage for renters, which is slightly
higher than the minimum wage. 116
• The average wage for renters 
nationally is $12.50/hour. 
• West Virginia has the lowest average
wage for renters, at $9.11/hour, 
while New York has the highest, at
$21.05/hour. 
TANF benefits are the primary source of
income for families who are homeless.
Nationally, families receiving the maxi-
mum monthly TANF benefit would have
to spend 210% of their monthly income to
afford a two-bedroom apartment at FMR.
The chart illustrates the percentage 
of income by state for the top five and 
bottom five states.
2. Income
On average, a full-
time worker earning
minimum wage earns
just 47% of what is
needed to afford a
two-bedroom apart-
ment at FMR.
State
Top 5
Maximum Monthly TANF
Benefit (In Dollars)117
% Needed for Rent if Paying 
for a 2-BR at FMR 
Alaska 923 105
Wisconsin 673 106
North Dakota 477 113
South Dakota 483 121
Montana 507 124
Bottom 5
Louisiana 240 311
South Carolina 204 329
Tennessee 185 348
Mississippi 170 364
Texas 213 368
A full-time worker 
earning even the average
wage for renters cannot
afford a two-bedroom
apartment at FMR any-
where in the country.
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CASE STUDY: Income
Janice, 24-years old, currently lives in a shelter with her six-year old daughter Jessica, four-year old son
Jason, and 15-month old daughter Theresa. Before receiving TANF benefits, Janice was told to either look
for employment or go back to school. She knows that with her current education level, she will never be
able to earn enough money to secure housing and feed her family. She would love to go back to school
so that she could develop news skills, but who would help her take care of her children? She has to fig-
ure out a way to earn more money before her TANF benefits run out, which is in just nine months. Then
what?
Another strategy for increasing family income is through the State Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC). The EITC is a “tax reduction and a wage supplement for low- and moderate-income work-
ing families.”118 It allows states to provide an economic “boost” to low-income families that can
“reduce child poverty, increase effective wages, and cut taxes for families struggling to make ends
meet.”119 Refundable EITCs mean that even if families have no income tax liability, they receive
the entire EITC as a refund. Non-refundable EITCs are helpful to families who owe taxes, but not
to families who have no tax liability. In other words, more families benefit when EITCs are refund-
able.120
Twenty-three states have EITCs. Of these, 21 are refundable. The chart below illustrates what it
would cost each of the other states to enact a refundable EITC at 5% of the Federal EITC.
State
Cost to State if EITC 
Is Set at 5% of 
Federal Credit* ($ millions)
Alabama 53
Alaska 3
Arizona 38
Arkansas 28
California 219
Connecticut 14
Florida 149
Georgia 93
Hawaii 7
Idaho 9
Kentucky 32
Mississippi 41
Missouri 41
Montana 6
Nevada 15
New Hampshire 5
North Dakota 3
Ohio 73
Pennsylvania 68
South Carolina 43
South Dakota 5
Tennessee 53
Texas 234
Utah 13
Washington 30
West Virginia 13
Wyoming 3
* Estimates of state EITCs assume participation rates equal to 90% of federal participation.
Cost of Enacting a State EITC121
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The National Center for Children in Poverty estimates that if every state instituted a state-level
refundable EITC set even at 50% of the federal credit, it would lift an additional 1.1 million chil-
dren out of poverty.122 Many communities have come to regard the EITC as an investment in their
local economy. EITCs also raise family income levels, support parents as they move from welfare
to work, and help pay for transportation and child care.123 This program has been most effective
in urban areas. 
Child care is a significant expense for all working families and may become a barrier to work for
families who are homeless. Care for children of any age is expensive and the cost of sending chil-
dren to high-quality care (e.g., an accredited center) is even more substantial.124 In every region
of the country, infant child care consumes a larger portion of a family budget than food. For fam-
ilies in need of assistance, states are given federal funding through the Child Care and
Development Block Grant (CCDBG) to provide child care vouchers. These vouchers supplement
a family’s income by subsidizing child care expenses, enabling them to maintain jobs and become
economically stable.125 Many states choose to exercise their option to transfer up to 30% of their
TANF funds into their CCDBG or spend a portion of their TANF funds directly on child care.126
States have the opportunity to prioritize families (according to subgroup) to determine who
receives CCDBG vouchers. Currently, only one state – Massachusetts – gives priority to children
who are homeless when distributing their vouchers.127
The U.S. Child Care Bureau documented how families use their vouchers:128
• 77% of families report using their vouch-
ers to maintain employment. 
• 10% of families report that they use their
vouchers so that they can attend educa-
tional or job training opportunities.
• 6% of families report that they use their
vouchers for both employment and job
training.
What We Know about Income
• Affordable housing is inaccessible to families working full time at minimum wage.
• Nationally, families receiving the maximum monthly TANF benefit would have to spend 
210% of their monthly income to afford a two-bedroom apartment at FMR.
• 21 states have refundable Earned Income Tax Credits.
• Child care vouchers help families maintain employment and access job training opportuni-
ties, but only one state (Massachusetts) prioritizes homelessness when distributing its
vouchers.
In every region of
the country, infant
child care consumes
a larger portion of a
family budget than
food.
Child Care Voucher Use
 Employment (77%)
 Education (10%)
 Both (6%)
 Other (7%)
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States can help families access vital food programs by how they implement various federal food
and nutrition safety net programs. They can conduct outreach and enrollment efforts that sign
eligible children up for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly called
food stamps), encourage schools to participate in the National School Lunch Program and the
School Breakfast Program, and facilitate family enrollment into the Special Supplemental
Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children, commonly referred to as WIC. When devel-
oping policies to end homelessness among children and families, states should make every effort
to increase enrollment in these nutrition programs since participation may make the difference
between a family’s ability to pay for housing costs or fall behind and end up homeless. 
Residential instability (e.g., homelessness or frequent moves) and low enrollment in SNAP are
two of the main factors associated with lower rates of food security nationally.129
• Nationally, 62% of all eligible children are enrolled in the SNAP program. 
• The lowest rates of SNAP participation among eligible children are in California (46%),
Wyoming (48%), Massachusetts (49%), New Jersey (50%), and Rhode Island (52%). 
• Of these five states, three of them (California, Rhode Island, and Wyoming) have households
with food insecurity rates that are at or above the national average. 
• Missouri has the highest rate of SNAP enrollment among eligible families at 84%, followed by
Tennessee and Oregon (83%), Maine (77%), and West Virginia (76%). 
For many children facing food insecurity, eating breakfast at school through the School Breakfast
Program offers respite from worries about hunger. Children who eat breakfast at school tend to
consume more fruits and drink more milk. Breakfast also improves test scores, reduces discipline
and psychological problems, decreases visits to the nurse’s office, and improves student attentive-
ness and attendance.130
• Nationally, 84% of schools who serve lunch also serve breakfast. 
• Connecticut has the lowest rate of schools participating in the school breakfast program
(55%), followed by Wisconsin (58%), Ohio (62%), New Jersey (63%), and Alaska (64%).  
• In 25 states, 90% or more of schools participate in the School Breakfast Program. Florida and
South Carolina lead the nation, with 99% of schools serving school breakfast. 
What We Know about Food Security
• 62% of all eligible children are enrolled in the SNAP program nationally.
• Of the five states with the lowest SNAP enrollment rates, three of them (California,
Rhode Island, and Wyoming) have households with food insecurity rates that are at or 
above the national average.
• Nationally, 84% of schools who serve lunch also serve breakfast.
3. Food Security
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Homelessness itself can make children sick. Homeless children are in poorer health
than other children. Children who are uninsured are more likely than their insured
peers to lack a regular source of care, to delay care, or to have unmet medical needs.
Their families are more likely to incur medical debts that lead to difficulty paying
other monthly expenses such as rent, food, and utilities.131 Providing children with
access to health insurance is essential for helping them grow up safe, healthy, and
housed. 
Approximately 11% (or 8.9 million) of our nation’s children are uninsured.132 Texas has the high-
est rate of uninsured children at 22% and Massachusetts has the lowest rate at 5%.133
Medicaid is the primary way that children who are homeless receive health insurance. Roughly
19% of state Medicaid expenditures are for children. Medicaid eligibility is determined based on
family income as a percentage of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL). Thirty-two states change chil-
dren’s eligibility based on their age. For example, in Delaware, infants are eligible for Medicaid
at 200% of FPL, children ages one through five are eligible at 133% of FPL, and children ages six
through 19 are eligible at 100% of FPL. When children are no longer eligible for Medicaid, they
can enroll in SCHIP (State Children’s Health Insurance Program), a federally funded program
administered by states to insure children. Despite these two programs, two-thirds of uninsured
children are eligible for Medicaid or SCHIP, but are un-enrolled.134
Fourteen states have presumptive eligibility for Medicaid and nine have it for SCHIP.135
Presumptive eligibility allows certain places that routinely serve low-income families (e.g., health
centers, Head Start programs) to insure children without verifying their family's income first.
Programs instead are able to deem a child eligible for coverage based on the income reported by
their family. The agency then has one month to verify that stated income, but in the meantime,
the child is able to receive all health services covered under Medicaid or SCHIP.136
CASE STUDY: Health Insurance
Nikkita is three years old, and lives with her father, Jason, in a shelter. Jason recently received full custody
of his daughter. This is the first time he is taking full-time care of a child on his own. Since arriving at the
shelter, Nikkita developed an ear infection and constant cough. With the help of his case manager, Jason
applied for health insurance, but the application will take at least a month to process. In the meantime,
he has made several trips with to the emergency room with Nikkita. He cannot afford to fill his daugh-
ter’s prescriptions without health insurance. After one week, Nikkita is still sick, and Jason is barely sleep-
ing. He works all day, and stays up all night to care for her. Jason finally scrapes together enough money
to pay for his daughter’s medications out-of-pocket. Even with the medication, Nikkita continues to run
a fever and has lost weight. The two of them spent another night in the emergency room, waiting for
treatment and wondering when Nikkita will finally receive health insurance.
What We Know about Health
• Providing children with access to health insurance is essential for helping them grow up
safe, healthy, and housed.
• Approximately 11% of our nation’s children are uninsured.
• Two-thirds of uninsured children are eligible for Medicaid or SCHIP, but are not enrolled.
• Presumptive eligibility helps children receive care more quickly, but only 14 states have it
for Medicaid and nine for SCHIP.
4. Health
Approximately
11% (or 8.9 
million) of our
nation’s children
do not have 
health insurance.
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Federal law mandates that states provide children with a free, appropriate public education. The
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act requires that schools remove barriers to education for
homeless children so that they may attend and succeed in school. Despite the growth in the 
number of homeless children, funds appropriated to implement the program never matched the
funds authorized. Today, the economic downturn, especially housing foreclosures, has created
unprecedented increases in family homelessness. To continue to shortchange the education of
homeless children guarantees that many of today’s homeless children will become the heads of
tomorrow’s homeless families.
In the 2005-2006 school year, school districts receiving McKinney-Vento
subgrants reported numerous barriers, including eligibility for services,
transportation, school selection, and immunizations. Of these, transporta-
tion was by far the most commonly reported barrier, with 78% of all sub-
grant districts reporting this as a significant barrier.
Delaware, Oregon, and Wisconsin report few or no barriers to educating
homeless children. Nearly 86% of subgrantees in Kentucky report that all
seven barriers were problematic. Hawaii, Georgia, Pennsylvania, and New
Hampshire also have a high percentage of subgrantees reporting the bar-
riers listed above. 
Despite the promise of McKinney-Vento, lack of federal funding impedes state efforts to ensure
that all homeless children are identified and supported in enrolling, attending, and succeeding
in school. The federal government provides states $58 million to support the education of chil-
dren who are homeless. For each state, we converted their portion of this funding into a “per
homeless child” figure based on the number of homeless children identified in each state. For
example, Louisiana receives $6 per homeless child for education, while Rhode Island receives
$304 per homeless child. Even if Louisiana is considered an outlier due to the large numbers of
children who became homeless as a result of the 2005 Hurricanes, the next highest per homeless
child funding is $16 per child in California. The national average is $64 per homeless child. These
small dollar amounts pale in comparison to the needs of children who are homeless and trying
to attend and succeed in school. 
Although all states have revised residency and other legal barriers to the enrollment of homeless
children, only one state – Illinois – provides dedicated funding to support the education of home-
less children.138 While several other states have received local requests to target state dollars
towards education for homeless children, it is unlikely that these plans will come to fruition;
approximately two-thirds of states are currently experiencing or projecting budget shortfalls in
FY/2009.139 This means that states rely exclusively on the insufficient amount of federal McKinney-
Vento dollars in addition to homeless set-aside dollars from Title I Part A of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, to assist homeless children in school.
What We Know about Education
• Homeless students still face barriers to education, with transportation being the most 
common.
• Federal funding to school districts for homeless children’s education is inadequate. The
national average of dollars allocated to school districts per homeless child served is $64.
The range varies greatly, from $6 per homeless child in Louisiana to $304 in Rhode Island.
5. Education
Type of Barrier
% of Subgrantees 
Reporting this Barrier
1. Transportation 42
2. Immunizations 28
3. School Records 28
4. Eligibility for Homeless Services 27
5. Other Barriers 27
6. School Selection 23
7. Other Medical Records 19
Despite the promise of
McKinney-Vento, lack of
federal funding impedes
state efforts to ensure
that all homeless chil-
dren are identified and
supported in enrolling,
attending, and succeed-
ing in school.
Barriers Reported by School Districts During the 2005-2006 School Year137
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b. Planning 
Over the past decade, federal, state and local governments have begun to plan activities to
address and end homelessness. At the federal level, these efforts have largely focused on single
adults who are chronically homeless, often to the exclusion of families and children. Policies that
pit one subgroup against another are counterproductive for everyone. The needs of single adults
who are chronically homeless are complex and urgent. The needs of families with children with-
out homes are also urgent. Current policy has constrained communities’ efforts to address and
prevent homelessness among children and their families. It is imperative that more resources be
poured into solutions to end homelessness and that policy makers shield children and families
from the consequences of these difficult choices. However, during an economic recession when
resources are scarce, dollars should at least be repurposed and spent efficiently on high priority
issues. 
When considering state planning efforts, we concentrated specifically on state efforts to end child
homelessness. We also highlight 14 states that have developed initiatives to address child poverty. 
Throughout the Report Card, we highlight ways that communities are addressing particular
aspects of child and family homelessness. We encourage you to use these case studies to you
think about how to improve children’s situations in your community. For more case studies, 
visit www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org.
The Homeless Families Program (HFP) at the Family Health Center in Worcester, MA provides comprehensive care 
for homeless families through a family practice, primary care model. They have cared for more than 2,000 homeless fam-
ilies since they opened in 1988. HFP offers a multifaceted medical approach, including primary care, family advocacy and
case management, parent education and support, and mental health and substance abuse treatment. The use of the pri-
mary care setting as a platform for these services helps HFP families overcome many obstacles associated with access,
participation, and stigma. The HFP environment effectively engages families struggling with a range of complex issues
by developing a long-term treatment plan that includes all family members.
Five characteristics are critical components of HFP’s programs:
1. Comprehensive   2. Flexible   3. Family-centered   4. Strengths based   5. Trauma-informed  
HFP recognizes that that many homeless families have been victims of violence, experiences which shape how they
interact with the HFP in a profound way. As a result, HFP provides care that crosses the traditional boundaries of pri-
mary care, mental health, and substance abuse services. The team administering HFP services includes doctors, nurses,
medical assistants, psychologists, family advocates, and counselors who work together with family members. The team
identifies family needs and provides on-going care based on each family’s unique situation. This care can include fami-
ly-centered advocacy and outreach, comprehensive assessment of all family members, parent groups, mental health
services, referrals, and advocacy. HFP services are provided where and when the families need them. The average newly
homeless family receives from six to 12 months of intensive services as well as ongoing long-term primary health care.
Behavioral health treatment, emotional support, and safe and sustaining social support are at the core of this innova-
tive family-oriented model.
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Throughout the Report Card, we highlight ways that communities are addressing particular aspects of child
and family homelessness. We encourage you to use these case studies to you think about how to improve 
children’s situations in your community. For more case studies, visit www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org.
A stable place to attend school can help mitigate the impact of homelessness. The McKinney-Vento Homeless 
Assistance Act requires that each school district identify someone to serve as a liaison between homeless 
students and the school system. Liaisons are responsible for identifying homeless students, enrolling 
them in school, connecting them to services to help them succeed, and working with parents to under-
stand their child’s educational rights. Many liaisons nationwide play an integral role in identifying 
children who are homeless. They are a critical link in helping students access the tools they need to
be successful  in school. Below are examples of liaisons’ work in California and New Mexico.
• The West Contra Costa Unified School District (WCCUSD), located in Richmond, California, faces  
significant challenges. Richmond has been identified as one of the most dangerous U.S. cities and many students come
from poor neighborhoods. Amidst these challenges is WCCUSD’s Families in Transition program, run by the district’s
McKinney-Vento educational liaison. The FIT program works intensively and collaboratively with the local community.
“They are our eyes and ears,” explains Jeri Cohen, Project Coordinator. “Sitting in the office won’t teach me anything.
The community needs to know me and I need to know them.” These collaborations give FIT staff a wide range of
options for referring  families who are homeless and as they exit homelessness, and include the Title I Office, various
government agencies (e.g., Congressional representatives, county officials, the mayor’s office, and departments of
public health, mental health, and child and family services), and non-profits. The FIT program’s outreach worker is
located in a community-based organization in the center of the city, which enables him to meet easily with families.
Whenever possible, he connects with people in person rather than over the phone or mail – even if it is to deliver bus
tickets or new information. This personal contact enables him to establish and maintain strong relationships in the
community, where he also lives. Outreach efforts are targeted directly to families as well as to those who may
encounter families experiencing homelessness. Once students are identified, the FIT program monitors children’s
attendance and grades so that they can talk with parents if a child is struggling.
• Albuquerque is one of the largest school districts in the country and the city itself is New Mexico’s largest. Over the
past 15 years, the APS Title I Homeless Project has created formal partnerships (through MOUs) with community agen-
cies that provide case management, health services (including dental care), and crisis intervention. While most of the
funding for their work comes through Title I and a McKinney-Vento subgrant, the team has also written numerous
grants to supplement their program. These grants help them offer summer programs, a career program for middle-
schoolers, and a twice-weekly tutoring program that includes transportation back to where they are staying and dis-
counted dinner provided by a local restaurant. In response to a high drop-out rate between ninth and tenth grades,
they also created a support group for ninth-graders. Last year, nearly all of their high school students who were home-
less graduated. “When we began this work, we went to the community and started talking about the needs of our
students,” says Helen Fox, Title I Homeless Project Liaison. “The community has been tremendously supportive.”
West Contra Costa Unified School District and Albuquerque Public Schools are just two examples of ways that liaisons
have worked with their communities to improve the educational experiences of their students. Outreach and communi-
ty partnerships have played an integral role in these efforts.
ON THE GROUND:
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Throughout the Report Card, we highlight ways that communities are addressing particular
aspects of child and family homelessness. We encourage you to use these case studies to think
about how to improve children’s situations in your community. For more case studies, visit
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org.
Background
In 1997, the Washington State Supreme Court upheld a lower court ruling requiring the Department of Social and Health
Services (DSHS) to develop, administer, and monitor a coordinated and comprehensive plan to protect and care for
homeless children. The state enacted legislation defining the roles and responsibilities of the Departments and appro-
priated $25 million to implement the plan. This was the beginning of a new era of collaboration between DSHS and
Washington’s Department of Community, Trade and Economic Development (CTED). The two Departments worked
together to create the State of Washington Homeless Families Plan and regularly update the plan.
The intent of the plan was to deliver services through new programs specifically designed for homeless families, provide
shelter for families experiencing homelessness, and increase access to affordable housing and supportive services. Over
the course of ten years, the plan described best practices that were used to achieve the following six goals:
1. Shelter homeless families 
2. Return homeless families to stable, affordable housing
3. Enhance access to DSHS services needed by homeless families
4. Assist families likely to become homeless to maintain stable housing
5. Improve DSHS staff and contractor understanding of homelessness
6. Maintain or improve services to homeless families who have multiple barriers
Outcomes
The partnerships and directives created as a result of the State of Washington Homeless Families Plan’s goals have
strengthened Washington’s ability to better serve homeless families with children. As a result of the plan, state agencies
have better collaborated around service delivery and resource distribution, have expanded avenues of communication,
and have increasingly collaborated with providers about successful best practices and research findings.Additionally, the
Washington Families Fund, launched in 2005, created a reliable, long-term source of funding for supportive services to
homeless children and their families. This first-in-the-nation program has been funded with $6 million in appropriations
from the state legislature, $2 million from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, and another $1 million from private
match resources from corporations, foundations, and individuals throughout the state. Washington Families Fund sup-
ports projects providing case management and a range of services that are tailored to address homeless families’ needs.
What’s Next
Building on their momentum, Washington is developing a ten-year plan at the state and county level, with the goal of
reducing homelessness by 50% by 2015. The state ten-year plan includes plans to quantify the size and characteristics
of individuals and families experiencing homelessness, examine the costs of homelessness, propose strategies to pre-
vent and end homelessness in the state, and measure progress toward these goals. The strategies being implemented at
this time include strategies for prevention, engagement, diversion, and re-entry; short-term emergency responses; and
affordable, permanent housing plus services.
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State Interagency Efforts
The U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness (U.S. ICH) encouraged states to develop their
own interagency councils based on the federal model. These councils were to include represen-
tation from state agencies responsible for income support, health care, behavioral health, human
services, veterans, corrections, transportation, education, and labor. A report by the U.S. Senate
stated that it expected “the primary activity of the ICH to be the development of a comprehen-
sive federal approach to end homelessness, [with an understanding that] homelessness is affect-
ed by factors that cut across federal agencies, including housing costs, job readiness, education,
substance abuse, and mental health.”140 Similarly, the state ICHs are intended to provide cross-
agency leadership in coordinating the state’s response to homelessness. As per federal leadership,
some ICHs chose to focus exclusively on chronic homelessness among single adults. Others have
embraced the need to develop and implement solutions to end family homelessness as well.
Forty-two states have established interagency councils on homelessness. Roughly 22 of these 
councils are active, while four are in the early planning stages. The remaining 16 seem to be estab-
lished, but inactive. 
10-Year Planning Processes
The U.S. ICH and others have also encouraged states to engage in a 10-year planning process to
end homelessness in their state. This process includes bringing together a wide group of stake-
holders (e.g., non-profit, government, and private agencies) to develop goals, strategies, and
objectives to end homelessness.141 We examined these 10-year plans to determine the extent to
which children and families were included. Only 22 states have 10-year plans. All but one of these
mention children and families. 
Planning Classification
We classified each state into one of four categories based on their planning efforts to end child
homelessness. 
• Extensive Planning indicates that the state has an active Interagency Council on Homelessness
and has created a comprehensive 10-year plan to end homelessness that includes a focus on
children and families.
• Moderate Planning indicates that the state has an Interagency Council on Homelessness and
has created a 10-year plan to end homelessness that includes some mention of children and
families.
• Early Stages of Planning indicates that the state
has recently established an Interagency Council
on Homelessness and therefore has not created
a 10-year plan to end homelessness. 
• Inadequate Planning indicates that the state has
not created an Interagency Council on
Homelessness, has an Interagency Council on
Homelessness that has made little progress in
planning, or has drafted a plan that has not been
adopted by any agency or is inactive for other
reasons. It also indicates that the state’s 10-year
plan, if they have one, does not mention chil-
dren or families. 
The U.S. Interagency
Council on
Homelessness 
encouraged states 
to develop their own
interagency councils
based on the federal
model.
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Only six states have done extensive planning to end child homelessness: Maine, Massachusetts,
Montana, Oregon, South Carolina, and Washington. These states can serve as models for states
that have just begun the process or have not yet started.  
Sixteen states have engaged in moderate planning efforts, mentioning children and families in
their 10-year plans, but lacking the concrete goals and objectives that will ultimately help to end
homelessness among children. These states are Alaska, Arizona, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Hampshire, North
Carolina, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Utah. 
Four states are in the early stages of planning and have not yet determined critical directions and
key strategies. The findings in this Report Card may help inform their work. These states are
Colorado, Ohio, Vermont, and West Virginia. 
The remaining 24 states have done little or no planning to end homelessness for children and
families. Among these are Arkansas, California, Georgia, Iowa, Mississippi, Nevada, New Mexico,
and Texas – all of which have some of the highest rates of child homelessness in the country.
What We Know about Planning
• 42 states have established interagency councils on homelessness, but many are inactive or 
in the early stages of formation.
• Only 6 states have done extensive planning focused on ending homelessness for children
and families.
• 24 states have done little or no planning to end homelessness for children and families.
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A M E R I C A ’ S  Y O U N G E S T  O U T C A S T S  State Reports
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IV. State Reports
AMERICA’S YOUNGEST OUTCASTS
State Reports on
Child Homelessness
In the following pages are brief reports on each state. These reports include the state’s
Overall Rank and information about the four domains that comprise that score:
1. Extent of Child Homelessness
2. Child Well-being
3. Risk for Child Homelessness
4. State Policy and Planning Efforts
Visit our interactive website, www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org, for more detailed
reports on each state and to participate in our blog.
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United States
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are the country’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   
Among children who are homeless: • More than one in seven have moderate to severe health conditions.
• Almost one in nine have one or more asthma-related health conditions.
• Almost one in 18 are members of families where adults hit or throw things.
• One in six suffer from emotional disturbances.
Housing and Income
Federal minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$12.50
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$17.32
Food Security 
1 in 26 children in the United States do not know where
they will get their next meal.
Under 6 years 640,000
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 697,130
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 204,978
TOTAL 1,542,108
Age: Race/Ethnicity
Homeless children
under 18: Parent’s
race/ethnicity
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children 1.5 Million
1 in 50 US children are homeless 
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness          
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in the US  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .204,978
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
US loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$41 billion
US loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$26 billion
 White, non-Hispanic (38%)
 Black, non-Hispanic (47%)
 Hispanic (13%)
 Native American (2%)
 Other (1%)
% Proficient Among
ALL students
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Educational Achievement     Academic Proficiency Among Homeless Students vs. All Students
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Policy & Planning: UNITED STATES
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . .29,949
Transitional housing units for homeless families  . . . . . .35,799
Permanent supportive housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .25,141
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .90,889
Does the US have a Housing Trust Fund?
66% of Section 8 wait lists and 69% of public housing wait lists
give preference to domestic violence survivors.
50% of Section 8 wait lists and 59% of public housing wait lists
give preference to those who are homeless.
Section 8 wait list: 80% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 80% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .62%
% schools with school breakfast program  . . . . . . . . . .84%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . .27% School Selection  . . . .23%
Immunizations . . . . . . .28% School Records  . . . . .28%
Other Med. Records  . .19% Transportation  . . . . . .42%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 27%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$64
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .11%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children . . . . . . .19%
In 32 States, children’s Medicaid eligibility changes based on
their age.
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 47% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 210% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does the US have a Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$5,719
Planning
Does the US have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
YES
YES
YES
YES
Child Care Voucher Use
 Employment (77%)
 Education (10%)
 Both (6%)
 Other (7%)
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Alabama
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Alabama’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$10.39
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$11.44
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 29 children in Alabama do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Homeless 
children NAEP
scores
School lunch
children NAEP
scores
Overall
State
Rank
32
Under 6 years 9,335
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 10,748
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 2,143
TOTAL 22,226
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (22,226):** 36TH
2% homeless out of all children 
9% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2,143
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
AL loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$320 million
AL loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200 million
 White (38%)
 Black (55%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (1%)
 Hispanic (5%)
** The number of homeless children may be unusually high due to the 2005 hurricanes.
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Policy & Planning: ALABAMA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .153
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .277
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .347
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .777
Does Alabama have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 59% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 76% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .57%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .87.5%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .15.6% School Selection  . . . .9.4%
Immunizations  . . . . .28.1% School Records  . . . . .9.4%
Other Med. Records  . .3.1% Transportation  . . . . . .25%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 12.5%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$42
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7.7%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .18.5%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 57% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 277% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does AL have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$3,016
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 78%
Training and education: 8%
Employment AND training/education: 4%
Does AL prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Alabama have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2006, Alabama developed a Blueprint Towards a Ten-Year
Plan to End Homelessness in Alabama. Among the five
goals outlined, none specifically mentions families or children.
State Planning Ranking for Alabama
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
NO
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
YES YES
YES
* A L A B A M A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .39
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .19
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .34
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .32
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Alaska
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Alaska’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.15
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$14.28
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$18.65
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 20 children in Alaska do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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22
Under 6 years 2,330
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 1,979
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 1,238
TOTAL 5,547
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (5,547): 16TH
3.05% homeless out of all children 
25% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Alaska  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,238
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
AK loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$190 million
AK loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$120 million
 White (41%)
 Black (0%)
 Asian (6%)
 Native American (39%)
 Hispanic (14%)
**
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Policy & Planning: ALASKA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .113
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . . .95
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .33
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .241
Does Alaska have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .59%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .63.7%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . . .0% School Selection  . . . .25%
Immunizations . . . . . . .25% School Records  . . . . .ND%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation . . . . . .ND%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 25%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$29
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .11.2%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .31.6%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .175%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .175%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .175%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 38% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 105% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does AK have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$6,684
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 86%.
Training and education: 3%
Employment AND training/education: 8%
Does AK prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Alaska have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2005, the Alaska Council on the Homeless developed
Keeping Alaskans Out of the Cold: State of Alaska Report
to Governor Frank Murkowski. Included in this report are
goals to increase access to affordable housing, expand renter
education programs, and improve discharge planning for 
individuals residing in institutional settings.
State Planning Ranking for Alaska
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
NO
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* A L A S K A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .47
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .28
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .22
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Arizona
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Arizona’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.90
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$13.37
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$15.90
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 26 children in Arizona do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
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36
Under 6 years 13,848
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 14,914
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 4,209
TOTAL 32,971
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (32,971): 43RD
2.03% homeless out of all children 
4% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4,209
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
AZ loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$630 million
AZ loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$401 million
 White (43%)
 Black (4%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (9%)
 Hispanic (43%)
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Policy & Planning: ARIZONA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .509
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .901
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .367
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,777
Does Arizona have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 35% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 28% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .71%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .89.6%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .21.7% School Selection  . . . .8.7%
Immunizations . . . . . . .13% School Records  . . . . .13%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . .43.5%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 13%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$38
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .15.9%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .26.9%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .140%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 43% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 238% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does AZ have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$5,876
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 70%.
Training and education: 1%
Employment AND training/education: 7%
Does AZ prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Arizona have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2004, The Statewide Interagency Council developed a
report entitled Two Months – Two Days – Too Long: Ending
Homelessness in Arizona. Included in this report are goals to
implement family strengthening strategies, enhance services
for families experiencing homelessness, and teach the 
community about ways to prevent and end homelessness.
State Planning Ranking for Arizona
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* A R I Z O N A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .40
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .45
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .36
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Arkansas
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Arkansas’ homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$10.43
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$11.35
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 18 children in Arkansas do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Homeless children
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48
Under 6 years 7,918
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 8,195
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 2,739
TOTAL 18,852
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (18,852): 33RD
2.73% homeless out of all children 
8% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2,739
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
AR loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$410 million
AR loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$260 million
 White (54%)
 Black (34%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (1%)
 Hispanic (10%)
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Policy & Planning: ARKANSAS
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .161
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .143
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .247
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .551
Does Arkansas have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .68%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .96.6%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . .25% School Selection  . . . .8.3%
Immunizations  . . . . .16.7% School Records  . . . .16.7%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . .33.3%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 25%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$31
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8.4%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .23.6%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 58% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 289% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does AR have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$3,384
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 75%.
Training and education: 10%
Employment AND training/education: 1%
Does AR prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Arkansas have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Arkansas.
State Planning Ranking for Arkansas
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
NO
* A R K A N S A S ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .45
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .45
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .43
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .48
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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California
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are California’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$8.00
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$16.67
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$24.01
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 28 children in California do not know where they
will get their next meal.
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40
Under 6 years 122,902
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 135,766
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 33,956
TOTAL 292,624
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (292,624): 49TH
3.08% homeless out of all children 
13% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in California  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .33,956
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
CA loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$5 billion
CA loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$3.2 billion
 White (35%)
 Black (8%)
 Asian (5%)
 Native American (1%)
 Hispanic (51%)
School lunch
children NAEP
scores
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Policy & Planning: CALIFORNIA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . .1,873
Transitional housing units for homeless families  . . . . . . .4,674
Permanent supportive housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2,904
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9,451
Does California have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 73% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 76% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .46%
% schools with school breakfast program  . . . . . . . . . .79%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .41.3% School Selection  . . .46.7%
Immunizations  . . . . .30.4% School Records  . . . .43.5%
Other Med. Records  .20.7% Transportation  . . . .55.4%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 38.0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$26
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12.3%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .17.3%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 33% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 184% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does CA have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$7,622
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 85%.
Training and education: 6%
Employment AND training/education: 5%
Does CA prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does California have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, California did not have a 
ten-year plan to end homelessness that focused on children
and families.
State Planning Ranking for California
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
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PLANNING
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PLANNING
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PLANNING
YES
YES
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NO
NO
NO
NO
x
* C A L I F O R N I A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .48
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .15
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .28
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .40
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Colorado
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Colorado’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.02
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$14.36
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$16.09
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 26 children in Colorado do not know where they
will get their next meal.
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35
Under 6 years 9,189
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 9,730
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 2,959
TOTAL 21,878
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (21,878): 35TH
1.87% homeless out of all children 
9% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Colorado  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2,959
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .<25%
CO loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$450 million
CO loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$300 million
 White (49%)
 Black (7%)
 Asian (2%)
 Native American (1%)
 Hispanic (41%)
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Policy & Planning: COLORADO
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .315
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .920
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .214
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,449
Does Colorado have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 80% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 84% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .56%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .77.9%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . .7.7% School Selection  . . .19.2%
Immunizations  . . . . .15.4% School Records  . . . .11.5%
Other Med. Records  .11.5% Transportation  . . . .23.1%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 11.5%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$27
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13.8%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .19.6%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 44% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 235% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does CO have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$7,020
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 78%.
Training and education: 15%
Employment AND training/education: 4%
Does CO prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Colorado have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Colorado.
State Planning Ranking for Colorado
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STAGES OF
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PLANNING
x
* C O L O R A D O ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .38
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .32
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . .Early Stages
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .35
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Connecticut
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Connecticut’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.65
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$16.53
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$21.11
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 38 children in Connecticut do not know where they
will get their next meal.
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1
Under 6 years 1,471
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 1,571
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 460
TOTAL 3,502
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (3,502): 12TH
.43% homeless out of all children 
4% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Connecticut  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .460
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
CT loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$70 million
CT loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$44 million
 White (41%)
 Black (21%)
 Asian (2%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (36%)
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Policy & Planning: CONNECTICUT
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .307
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .229
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .472
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,008
Does Connecticut have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 85% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 55% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .58%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .55.5%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . .8.3% School Selection  . . . .8.3%
Immunizations . . . . . . .25% School Records  . . . . .25%
Other Med. Records  . .25% Transportation  . . . .16.7%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . . 0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . .$151
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6.3%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children . . . . . . .16%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 36% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 202% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does CT have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$8,459
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 92%.
Training and education: 7%
Employment AND training/education: 1%
Does CT prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Connecticut have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
Connecticut does not have a ten-year plan, but their intera-
gency council developed the Report to the Honorable M.
Jodi Rell, Governor, State of Connecticut. This report details
the state’s plan to end homelessness, including goals to
reduce the number of families experiencing homelessness in
Connecticut.
State Planning Ranking for Connecticut
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* C O N N E C T I C U T ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .17
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Delaware
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Delaware’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.15
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$15.23
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$16.61
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 53 children in Delaware do not know where they
will get their next meal.
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Under 6 years 1,133
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 1,237
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 328
TOTAL 2,698
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (2,698): 9TH
1.33% homeless out of all children 
8% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Delaware  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .328
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
DE loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$50 million
DE loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$31 million
 White (39%)
 Black (45%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (15%)
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Policy & Planning: DELAWARE
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . . .53
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . . .60
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .115
Does Delaware have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .61%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .96.4%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . . .0% School Selection  . . . . .0%
Immunizations . . . . . . . .0% School Records  . . . . . .0%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . . . . .0%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . . 0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$60
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .10%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children . . . . . . .18%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 43% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 228% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does DE have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .No
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$5,515
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 86%.
Training and education: 5%
Employment AND training/education: 2%
Does DE prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Delaware have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, Delaware did not have a 
ten-year plan that focused on children and families.
State Planning Ranking for Delaware
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
YES
NO
YES
x
* D E L A W A R E ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .30
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .29
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .19
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .19
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Florida
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Florida’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.79
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$13.14
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$18.10
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 29 children in Florida do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
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Under 6 years 20,952
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 23,404
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 5,530
TOTAL 49,886
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (49,886):** 46TH
1.24% homeless out of all children 
6% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Florida  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5,530
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .<25%
FL loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$830 million
FL loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$530 million
 White (42%)
 Black (33%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (24%)
** The number of homeless children may be unusually high due to the 2005 hurricanes.
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Policy & Planning: FLORIDA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .815
Transitional housing units for homeless families  . . . . . . .1,538
Permanent supportive housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,134
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3,487
Does Florida have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 78% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 69% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .55%
% schools with school breakfast program  . . . . . . . . . .99%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .15.2% School Selection  . . . .9.1%
Immunizations  . . . . .15.2% School Records  . . . .12.1%
Other Med. Records  .24.2% Transportation  . . . .30.3%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . . 0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$56
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .19.5%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .15.6%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 38% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 240% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does FL have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,948
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 76%.
Training and education: 4%
Employment AND training/education: 6%
Does FL prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Florida have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
Florida does not have a ten-year plan, but their interagency
council has developed and updated a strategic plan that
includes policy recommendations to the Governor, including
suggestions about the reauthorization of the McKinney-Vento
Act, developing policy proposals to reduce homelessness, and
researching the costs of family homelessness.
State Planning Ranking for Florida
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* F L O R I D A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .29
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .36
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .37
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .43
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Georgia
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Georgia’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$13.34
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$13.98
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 20 children in Georgia do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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49
Under 6 years 24,527
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 26,329
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 7,541
TOTAL 58,397
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (58,397): 47TH
2.38% homeless out of all children 
12% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Georgia  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7,541
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
GA loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$1.1 billion
GA loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$700 million
 White (29%)
 Black (56%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (14%)
ND ND ND ND
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Policy & Planning: GEORGIA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .383
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .720
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .421
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,524
Does Georgia have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 92% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 92% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .67%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .95.6%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .69.6% School Selection  . . . . .0%
Immunizations  . . . . .69.6% School Records  . . . .69.6%
Other Med. Records  .69.6% Transportation  . . . .69.6%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 69.6%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$34
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12.5%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .24.1%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 47% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 260% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does GA have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,025
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 74%.
Training and education: 14%
Employment AND training/education: 2%
Does GA prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Georiga have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Georgia.
State Planning Ranking for Georgia
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
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PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
NO
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* G E O R G I A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .43
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .41
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .48
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .49
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Hawaii
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Hawaii’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.25
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$12.42
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$29.02
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 36 children in Hawaii do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Under 6 years 658
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 740
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 168
TOTAL 1,566
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (1,556): 6TH
.52% homeless out of all children 
10% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Hawaii  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .168
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .<25%
HI loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$25 million
HI loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$20 million
 White (39%)
 Black (1%)
 Asian (34%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (26%)
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Policy & Planning: HAWAII
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .160
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .365
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .37
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .562
Does Hawaii have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .72%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .95.3%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . .100% School Selection  . . .100%
Immunizations . . . . . .100% School Records  . . . . . .0%
Other Med. Records  .100% Transportation  . . . . .100%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . . 0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . .$112
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5.8%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .19.8%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .300%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .300%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .300%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 25% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 265% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does HI have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$5,620
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 82%.
Training and education: 4%
Employment AND training/education: 10%
Does HI prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
DoesHawaii have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Hawaii.
State Planning Ranking for Hawaii
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
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* G E O R G I A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .43
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .41
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .48
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .49
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Idaho
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Idaho homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$9.99
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$12.17
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 27 children in Idaho do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
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Under 6 years 1,339
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 1,295
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 554
TOTAL 3,188
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (3,488): 10TH
.84% homeless out of all children 
5% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .554
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .<25%
ID loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$83 million
ID loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$53 million
 White (77%)
 Black (0%)
 Asian (0%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (23%)
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Policy & Planning: IDAHO
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .107
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .183
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .58
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .348
Does Idaho have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .58%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .91.6%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .22.2% School Selection  . . .11.1%
Immunizations  . . . . .22.2% School Records  . . . .11.1%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . .33.3%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 11.1%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$62
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12.2%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .20.7%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 54% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 205% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does ID have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,410
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 72%.
Training and education: 12%
Employment AND training/education: 17%
Does ID prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Idaho have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, Idaho did not have a ten-year
plan that focused on children and families.
State Planning Ranking for Idaho
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* I D A H O ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .30
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .15
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .23
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Illinois
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Illinois’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.75
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$14.58
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$16.23
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 31 children in Illinois do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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scores 
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children NAEP
scores
ND: No Data
Overall
State
Rank
13
Under 6 years 12,867
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 12,947
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 4,822
TOTAL 30,636
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
 White (34%)
 Black (38%)
 Asian (2%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (26%)
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (30,636): 42ND
0.95% homeless out of all children 
5% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4,822
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
IL loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$720 million
IL loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$460 million
ND ND ND ND
*
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Policy & Planning: ILLINOIS
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .575
Transitional housing units for homeless families  . . . . . . .1,821
Permanent supportive housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,063
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3,459
Does Illinois have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 92% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 89% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .67%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .68.5%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .37.9% School Selection  . . . .9.9%
Immunizations . . . . . . .42% School Records  . . . .34.2%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . .78.1%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 39.9%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$93
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8.3%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .16.3%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 48% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 213% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does IL have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$6,806
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 89%.
Training and education: 4%
Employment AND training/education: 2%
Does IL prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Illinois have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
Illinois does not have ten year plan, but in 2005, their 
interagency council created Building for Success: Illinois’
Comprehensive Housing Plan. Included in this Plan were 
goals and strategies to increase supportive housing options,
increase access to affordable housing, increase the amount 
of affordable housing, and coordinate resources in the state.
State Planning Ranking for Illinois
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
NO
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
YES
x
* I L L I N O I S ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .19
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .14
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .33
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Indiana
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Indiana’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$11.53
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$12.95
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 24 children in Indiana do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Overall
State
Rank
30
Under 6 years 5,465
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 6,251
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 1,296
TOTAL 13,012
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (13,012): 27TH
.82% homeless out of all children 
5% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Indiana  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,296
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
IN loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$190 million
IN loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$123 million
 White (63%)
 Black (24%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (12%)
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Policy & Planning: INDIANA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .683
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .652
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .135
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,470
Does Indiana have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 90% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 67% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .69%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .76.7%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .28.6% School Selection  . . .28.6%
Immunizations  . . . . .28.6% School Records  . . . .35.7%
Other Med. Records  .28.6% Transportation  . . . .28.6%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 21.4%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$85
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6.7%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .19.1%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 51% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 234% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does IN have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$5,408
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 72%.
Training and education: 8%
Employment AND training/education: 8%
Does IN prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Indiana have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Indiana.
State Planning Ranking for Indiana
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
NO
YES
YES
NO
YES
NO
YES
x
* I N D I A N A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .47
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .29
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .30
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Iowa
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Iowa’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.25
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$10.51
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$11.88
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 29 children in Iowa do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
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11
Under 6 years 4,214
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 4,384
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 1,435
TOTAL 10,033
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (10,033): 20TH
1.41% homeless out of all children 
7% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,435
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .<25%
IA loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$215 million
IA loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$140 million
 White (75%)
 Black (9%)
 Asian (2%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (14%)
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. *
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Policy & Planning: IOWA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .141
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .477
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .117
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .735
Does Iowa have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .61%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .90.4%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . .20% School Selection  . . . . .0%
Immunizations . . . . . . .40% School Records  . . . . .40%
Other Med. Records  . .20% Transportation  . . . . . .40%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 10%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$33
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5.5%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children . . . . . . .15%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 61% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 145% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does IA have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$5,375
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 80%.
Training and education: 12%
Employment AND training/education: 1%
Does IA prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Iowa have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Iowa.
State Planning Ranking for Iowa
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
YES
NO
YES
x
* I O W A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .31
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .21
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .11
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Kansas
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Kansas’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$11.51
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$12.08
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 22 children in Kansas do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
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Under 6 years 2,219
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 2,289
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 775
TOTAL 5,283
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (5,283): 15TH
.76% homeless out of all children 
5% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .775
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
KS loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$116 million
KS loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$74 million
 White (64%)
 Black (13%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (22%)
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Policy & Planning: KANSAS
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .337
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .154
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .118
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .609
Does Kansas have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 55% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 95% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .58%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .85.3%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .57.1% School Selection  . . .42.9%
Immunizations  . . . . .42.9% School Records  . . . .42.9%
Other Med. Records  .14.3% Transportation  . . . .71.4%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 42.9%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$80
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7.7%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .18.7%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 54% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 156% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does KS have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,446
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 91%.
Training and education: 6%
Employment AND training/education: 2%
Does KS prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Kansas have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Kansas.
State Planning Ranking for Kansas
EARLY
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* K A N S A S ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .46
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .28
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Kentucky
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Kentucky’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$10.66
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$11.77
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 24 children in Kentucky do not know where they
will get their next meal.
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Under 6 years 12,352
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 12,776
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 4,282
TOTAL 29,410
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (29,410): 40TH
2.94% homeless out of all children 
13% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Kentucky  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4,282
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
KY loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$640 million
KY loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$410 million
 White (77%)
 Black (18%)
 Asian (0%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (5%)
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. *
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Policy & Planning: KENTUCKY
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .270
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .870
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .380
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,520
Does Kentucky have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 80% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 80% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .71%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .93.4%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . .100% School Selection  . . .100%
Immunizations . . . . . .100% School Records  . . . .100%
Other Med. Records  .100% Transportation  . . . . .100%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . . 0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$30
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9.4%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .21.1%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 56% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 234% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does KY have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,710
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 70%.
Training and education: 9%
Employment AND training/education: 2%
Does KY prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Kentucky have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2003, the Kentucky Council on Homeless Policy developed
the Homeless Prevention Plan. Included in this plan are goals
to increase access to affordable housing, increase funding to
Kentucky's Housing Trust Fund, implement the state's home-
less prevention plan, and increase employment training
options.
State Planning Ranking for Kentucky
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
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PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
NO
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x
* K E N T U C K Y ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .46
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .27
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .35
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .42
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Louisiana
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Louisiana’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$11.49
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$14.34
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 28 children in Louisiana do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Homeless children
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46
Under 6 years 85,702
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 87,699
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 30,652
TOTAL 204,053
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (204,053):** 48TH
18.74% homeless out of all children 
68% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Louisiana  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .30,652
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
LA loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$4.6 billion
LA loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$3 billion
 White (28%)
 Black (69%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (2%)
** The number of homeless children may be unusually high due to the 2005 hurricanes.
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Policy & Planning: LOUISIANA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .209
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .403
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .296
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .908
Does Louisiana have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 63% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 76% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .75%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .92.7%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .23.1% School Selection  . . .30.8%
Immunizations  . . . . .23.1% School Records  . . . .23.1%
Other Med. Records  .15.4% Transportation  . . . .30.8%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 15.4%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . . .$6
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .14.5%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .16.6%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 46% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 311% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does LA have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,760
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 79%.
Training and education: 8%
Employment AND training/education: 10%
Does LA prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Louisiana have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2006, the Louisiana Interagency Action Council on
Homelessness, along with the Louisiana Advocacy Coalition for
the Homeless and the Louisiana Policy Academy on Chronic
Homelessness created the Ten Year Plan to End Homelessness:
The Road to Supportive Housing. This plan includes a focus on
the unique needs of children and families experiencing home-
lessness, as well as goals to increase access to housing,
increase access to mainstream benefits, and improve discharge
planning for individuals residing in institutional settings.
State Planning Ranking for Louisiana
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MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
x
* L O U I S I A N A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .50
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .20
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .49
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .46
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Maine
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Maine’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.00
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$10.16
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$14.99
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 22 children in Maine do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
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Under 6 years 883
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 687
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 533
TOTAL 2,103
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (2,103): 8TH
.75% homeless out of all children 
4% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Maine  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .533
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
ME loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$80 million
ME loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$51 million
 White (90%)
 Black (6%)
 Asian (2%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (2%)
ND ND ND ND
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Policy & Planning: MAINE
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .117
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .477
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .202
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .796
Does Maine have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .77%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .85.9%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . . .0% School Selection  . . . . .0%
Immunizations . . . . . . . .0% School Records  . . . . . .0%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . .66.7%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 33.3%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$98
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5.6%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .21.3%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 47% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 161% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does ME have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$6,344
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 85%.
Training and education: 5%
Employment AND training/education: 5%
Does ME prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Maine have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2005, the Maine Interagency Task Force on Homelessness
and Housing and the Homeless Policy Academy Team created
the State of Maine Action Plan to End Homelessness: A Ten
Year Plan to End Homelessness. This plan includes an exten-
sive focus on children and families experiencing homelessness,
as well as goals to increase the availability of housing,
increase access to mainstream services, and improve coordina-
tion of homeless prevention efforts.
State Planning Ranking for Maine
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* M A I N E ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .50
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .11
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Extensive
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Maryland
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Maryland’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$14.11
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$21.19
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 28 children in Maryland do not know where they
will get their next meal.
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Under 6 years 5,380
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 5,626
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 1,804
TOTAL 12,810
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (12,810): 26TH
.94% homeless out of all children 
10% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Maryland  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,804
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
MD loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$271 million
MD loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$170 million
 White (29%)
 Black (60%)
 Asian (2%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (9%)
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. *
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Policy & Planning: MARYLAND
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .373
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .588
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .954
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,915
Does Maryland have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 51% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 62% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .53%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .89.6%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . . .0% School Selection  . . . . .0%
Immunizations  . . . . . .9.1% School Records  . . . . .9.1%
Other Med. Records  . .9.1% Transportation  . . . . .9.1%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 27.3%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$71
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .10.4%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .19.5%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .300%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .300%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .300%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 31% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 233% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does MD have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$6,515
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 80%.
Training and education: 13%
Employment AND training/education: 6%
Does MD prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Maryland have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2005, the interagency council developed the 10-Year Plan
to End Homelessness. This plan includes a focus on children
and families experiencing homelessness, as well as goals to
increase access to affordable housing, reduce out-of-home
placements for low-income children, increase employment
opportunities for low-income households, improve access to
public benefits, and improve access to supportive services.
State Planning Ranking for Maryland
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* M A R Y L A N D ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .18
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .33
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .21
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .18
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Massachusetts
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Massachusett’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$8.00
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$17.30
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$22.94
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 33 children in Massachusetts do not know where
they will get their next meal.
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Middle-income 
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8
Under 6 years 7,352
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 7,642
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 2,511
TOTAL 17,505
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (17,505): 30TH
1.21% homeless out of all children 
9% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Massachusetts  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2,511
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
MA loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$380 million
MA loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$240 million
 White (48%)
 Black (17%)
 Asian (5%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (30%)
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Policy & Planning: MASSACHUSETTS
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . .1,762
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .937
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .841
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3,540
Does Massachusetts have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 86% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 82% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .49%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .68.1%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . .25% School Selection  . . . .25%
Immunizations . . . . . . .20% School Records  . . . . .15%
Other Med. Records  . . .5% Transportation  . . . . . .40%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 40%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$57
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5.1%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children . . . . . . .17%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 35% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 188% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does MA have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$9,628
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 77%.
Training and education: 10%
Employment AND training/education: 0%
Does MA prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Massachusetts have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2007, the Massachusetts Commission to End Homelessness
created a Five-Year Plan to End Homelessness. This plan con-
tains an extensive focus on children and families experiencing
homelessness, as well as goals to increase access to housing,
increase access to mainstream services, and development of
programs that help identify families who are at risk of becom-
ing homeless.
State Planning Ranking for Massachusetts
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
YES
YES
YES
x
* M A S S A C H U S E T T S ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .27
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .18
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .18
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Extensive
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Michigan
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Michigan’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.40
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$12.44
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$14.22
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 24 children in Michigan do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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29
Under 6 years 9,583
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 9,148
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 4,086
TOTAL 22,817
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (22,817): 38TH
.92% homeless out of all children 
5% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Michigan  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4,086
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .<25%
MI loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$613 million
MI loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$390 million
 White (51%)
 Black (39%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (9%)
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. *
ND ND
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Policy & Planning: MICHIGAN
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .785
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .956
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .858
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2,599
Does Michigan have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 90% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 86% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .66%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .76.8%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .38.7% School Selection  . . .35.5%
Immunizations  . . . . .19.4% School Records  . . . .19.4%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . .54.8%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 29%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$97
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5.9%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children . . . . . . .16%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 52% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 161% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does MI have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$6,216
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 86%.
Training and education: 9%
Employment AND training/education: 2%
Does MI prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Michigan have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
Although the state of Michigan does not have a ten-year
plan, each of its 85 counties are included in local plans
throughout the state.
State Planning Ranking for Michigan
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
NO
YES
NO
NO
x
* M I C H I G A N ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .17
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .38
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .36
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .29
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Minnesota
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Minnesota’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$12.03
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$14.69
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 33 children in Minnesota do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
children in state
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Under 6 years 5,284
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 4,874
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 2,423
TOTAL 12,581
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (12,581): 25TH
1% homeless out of all children 
8% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Minnesota  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2,423
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
MN loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$360 million
MN loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$231 million
 White (55%)
 Black (25%)
 Asian (8%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (12%)
ND ND ND ND
The National Center on Family Homelessness | 99 |
Policy & Planning: MINNESOTA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .566
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .861
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .809
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2,236
Does Minnesota have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 83% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 83% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .57%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .71.8%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . .50% School Selection  . . . .25%
Immunizations . . . . . . .50% School Records  . . . . .50%
Other Med. Records  . .50% Transportation  . . . .62.5%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 50%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$43
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7.2%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .17.7%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .280%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .275%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .275%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 45% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 140% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does MN have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$8,832
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 81%.
Training and education: 6%
Employment AND training/education: 9%
Does MN prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Minnesota have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2004, the Minnesota Department of Human Services,
Minnesota Department of Corrections, and Minnesota
Housing Finance Agency developed Ending Long-Term
Homelessness in Minnesota: Report and Business Plan 
of the Working Group on Long-Term Homelessness. This
plan includes goals to increase access to supportive housing
for individuals and families experiencing homelessness and
increase access to mainstream benefits.
State Planning Ranking for Minnesota
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
YES
NO
YES
x
* M I N N E S O T A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .21
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .31
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Mississippi
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Mississippi’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$9.66
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$11.90
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 23 children in Mississippi do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Homeless children
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Under 6 years 4,747
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 4,912
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 1,643
TOTAL 11,302
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (11,302):** 23RD
1.49% homeless out of all children 
4% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Mississippi  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,643
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
MS loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$250 million
MS loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$160 million
 White (25%)
 Black (73%)
 Asian (0%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (2%)
ND ND
** The number of homeless children may be unusually high due to the 2005 hurricanes.
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Policy & Planning: MISSISSIPPI
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . . .58
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .109
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .21
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .188
Does Mississippi have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 75% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 96% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .61%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .90.9%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .11.1% School Selection  . . .22.2%
Immunizations  . . . . .33.3% School Records  . . . .44.4%
Other Med. Records  .16.7% Transportation  . . . .27.8%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 33.3%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$73
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .16.2%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .15.5%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 55% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 364% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does MS have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$3,904
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 75%.
Training and education: 12%
Employment AND training/education: 8%
Does MS prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Mississippi have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Mississippi.
State Planning Ranking for Mississippi
EARLY
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* M I S S I S S I P P I ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .32
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .16
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .39
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .41
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Missouri
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Missouri’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.65
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$11.85
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$12.43
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 25 children in Missouri do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
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Under 6 years 12,801
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 3,606
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 14,071
TOTAL 30,478
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (30,478): 41ST
2.16% homeless out of all children 
12% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Minnesota  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .14,071
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
MO loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$2.1 billion
MO loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$1.3 billion
 White (59%)
 Black (33%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (7%)
ND ND ND ND
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Policy & Planning: MISSOURI
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .624
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .531
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .752
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,907
Does Missouri have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 91% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 87% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .84%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .86.8%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .28.6% School Selection  . . .28.6%
Immunizations  . . . . .14.3% School Records  . . . .28.6%
Other Med. Records  .28.6% Transportation  . . . .28.6%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 14.3%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$32
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9.8%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .21.5%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 54% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 221% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does MO have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$3,967
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 64%.
Training and education: 21%
Employment AND training/education: 1%
Does MO prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Missouri have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
The Governor's Committee to End Homelessness developed
The Plan to End Homelessness in Missouri. This plan includes
goals to increase access to mainstream services, raise public
awareness of homelessness in the state, and increase access
to supportive housing.
State Planning Ranking for Missouri
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x * M I S S O U R I ’ S  R A N K S RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .41
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .30
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .27
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Montana
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Montana’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$9.15
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$12.05
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 22 children in Montana do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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E L E M E N TA RY  S C H O O L S H I G H  S C H O O L S
Homeless 
children NAEP
scores
School lunch
children NAEP
scores
ND: No Data
Overall State Rank
33
Under 6 years 1,414
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 1,521
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 431
TOTAL 3,366
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (3,366): 11TH
1.54% homeless out of all children 
9% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Montana  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .431
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
MT loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$65 million
MT loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$41 million
 White (89%)
 Black (0%)
 Asian (0%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (11%)
ND ND ND ND
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. *
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Policy & Planning: MONTANA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . . .73
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .106
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .37
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .216
Does Montana have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 82% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 81% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .58%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .84.2%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . . .0% School Selection  . . . .40%
Immunizations . . . . . . .20% School Records  . . . . . .0%
Other Med. Records  . .20% Transportation  . . . . . . .0%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 20%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$53
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13.8%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children . . . . . . .22%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 54% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 124% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does MT have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,486
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 64%.
Training and education: 12%
Employment AND training/education: 17%
Does MT prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Montana have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2007, the Council developed No Longer Homeless in
Montana: A Report on the State of Homelessness and a
Ten Year Plan to End It. This plan contains an extensive focus
on children and families experiencing homelessness, as well as
goals to increase access to mainstream services, create a pro-
gram to prevent homelessness among women exiting prison,
and increase access to affordable housing.
State Planning Ranking for Montana
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
NO
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* M O N T A N A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .33
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .40
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .14
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Extensive
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .33
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Nebraska
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Nebraska’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$10.74
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$12.11
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 25 children in Nebraska do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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scores
School lunch
children NAEP
scores
ND: No Data
Overall State Rank
34
Under 6 years 1,884
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 1,877
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 725
TOTAL 4,486
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (4,486): 13TH
1.01% homeless out of all children 
7% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Nebraska  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .725
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
NE loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$110 million
NE loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$70 million
 White (65%)
 Black (14%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (20%)
ND ND ND ND
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. *
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Policy & Planning: NEBRASKA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .232
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .337
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .67
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .636
Does Nebraska have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .61%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .64.2%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . . .0% School Selection  . . .14.3%
Immunizations  . . . . .57.1% School Records  . . . .57.1%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . .28.6%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . . 0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$53
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .10.4%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children . . . . . . .23%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 54% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 173% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does NE have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$5,100
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 71%.
Training and education: 14%
Employment AND training/education: 3%
Does NE prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Nebraska have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Nebraska.
State Planning Ranking for Nebraska
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
YES
NO
YES
x
* N E B R A S K A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .23
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .42
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .34
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Nevada
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Nevada’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.85
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$13.84
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$18.55
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 33 children in Nevada do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
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Overall State
Rank
45
Under 6 years 4,382
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 5,012
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 1,040
TOTAL 10,434
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (10,434): 21TH
1.65% homeless out of all children 
10% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,040
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
NV loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$160 million
NV loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$100 million
 White (47%)
 Black (11%)
 Asian (2%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (40%)
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. *
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Policy & Planning: NEVADA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . . .79
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .508
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .162
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .749
Does Nevada have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .54%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .91.6%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .33.3% School Selection  . . .33.3%
Immunizations  . . . . .33.3% School Records  . . . .66.7%
Other Med. Records  .33.3% Transportation  . . . .33.3%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . . 0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$37
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .16.8%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children . . . . . . .22%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 37% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 277% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does NV have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$3,200
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 84%.
Training and education: 9%
Employment AND training/education: 3%
Does NV prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Nevada have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Nevada.
State Planning Ranking for Nevada
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* N E V A D A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .36
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .23
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .40
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .45
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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New Hampshire
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are New Hampshire’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$13.73
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$19.45
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 45 children in New Hampshire do not know where
they will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
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2
Under 6 years 734
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 806
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 207
TOTAL 1,747
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (1,747): 7TH
.59% homeless out of all children 
6% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in New Hampshire  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .207
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
NH loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$30 million
NH loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$20 million
 White (92%)
 Black (0%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (7%)
ND ND ND ND
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. *
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Policy & Planning: NEW HAMPSHIRE
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .126
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .189
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .102
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .417
Does New Hampshire have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .54%
% schools with school breakfast program  . . . . . . . . . .79%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . .50% School Selection  . . . .50%
Immunizations . . . . . . .50% School Records  . . . . .50%
Other Med. Records  . .50% Transportation  . . . . . .50%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 100%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$93
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7.1%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .22.5%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .300%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 34% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 169% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does NH have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$7,014
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 81%.
Training and education: 10%
Employment AND training/education: 0%
Does NH prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does New Hampshire have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2006, New Hampshire developed A Home for Everyone:
New Hampshire’s Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness.
Included in this plan are goals to increase access to affordable
housing, provide coordinated services to individuals and fami-
lies experiencing homelessness, and better educate the com-
munity and legislators about homelessness.
State Planning Ranking for New Hampshire
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* N E W  H A M P S H I R E ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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New Jersey
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are New Jersey’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.15
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$16.45
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$22.25
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 38 children in New Jersey do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Overall Health Problems Asthma Traumatic Stress Emotional Disturbance
Mathematics MathematicsReading
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E L E M E N TA RY  S C H O O L S H I G H  S C H O O L S
Homeless 
children NAEP
scores
School lunch
children NAEP
scores
ND: No Data
Overall
State
Rank
Under 6 years 3,174
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 3,520
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 863
TOTAL 7,557
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (7,557): 18TH
.36% homeless out of all children 
3% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in New Jersey  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .863
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
NJ loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$130 million
NJ loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$960 million
 White (36%)
 Black (29%)
 Asian (3%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (32%)
ND ND ND ND
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. *
16
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Policy & Planning: NEW JERSEY
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .625
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .653
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .325
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,603
Does New Jersey have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 74% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 87% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .50%
% schools with school breakfast program  . . . . . . . . . .63.1
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .12.5% School Selection  . . . .25%
Immunizations  . . . . .12.5% School Records  . . . .12.5%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . . . .25%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 12.5%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . .$157
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13.3%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .13.3%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 32% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 273% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does NJ have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$8,985
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 80%.
Training and education: 3%
Employment AND training/education: 3%
Does NJ prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does New Jersey have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in New Jersey.
State Planning Ranking for New Jersey
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
YES
NO
NO
x
* N E W  J E R S E Y ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .17
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .22
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .16
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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New Mexico
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are New Mexico’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$10.86
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$12.66
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 18 children in New Mexico do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Homeless 
children NAEP
scores
School lunch
children NAEP
scores
Overall
State
Rank
47
Under 6 years 3,746
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 3,807
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 1,366
TOTAL 8,919
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (8,919): 19TH
1.76% homeless out of all children 
5% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in New Mexico  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,366
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
NM loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200 million
NM loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$130 million
 White (45%)
 Black (2%)
 Asian (0%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (53%)
*
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Policy & Planning: NEW MEXICO
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . . .54
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .186
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .89
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .329
Does New Mexico have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 62% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 78% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .65%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .92.6%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .26.7% School Selection  . . .13.3%
Immunizations  . . . . .33.3% School Records  . . . .33.3%
Other Med. Records  .13.3% Transportation  . . . .33.3%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 40%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$53
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .16.6%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .26.6%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .235%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .235%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .235%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 52% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 169% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does NM have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$5,054
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 61%.
Training and education: 12%
Employment AND training/education: 11%
Does NM prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does New Mexico have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in New Mexico.
State Planning Ranking for New Mexico
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
NO
YES
NO
NO
x
* N E W  M E X I C O ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .37
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .32
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .44
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .47
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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New York
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are New York’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.15
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$21.05
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$23.03
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 32 children in New York do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
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38
Under 6 years 18,982
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 20,063
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 6,150
TOTAL 45,195
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (45,195): 45TH
1% homeless out of all children 
5% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in New York  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6,150
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
NY loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$925 million
NY loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$600 million
 White (36%)
 Black (27%)
 Asian (6%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (31%)
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Policy & Planning: NEW YORK
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . .9,743
Transitional housing units for homeless families  . . . . . . .1,926
Permanent supportive housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3,708
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .15,377
Does New York have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 55% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 61% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .53%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .88.7%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .36.8% School Selection  . . .28.9%
Immunizations  . . . . .40.8% School Records  . . . .39.5%
Other Med. Records  .31.6% Transportation  . . . .55.3%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 56.6%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . .$128
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .10.7%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 31% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 208% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does NY have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$8,530
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 72%.
Training and education: 16%
Employment AND training/education: 2%
Does NY prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does New York have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in New York.
State Planning Ranking for New York
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
NO
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
YES
NO
NO
x
* N E W  Y O R K ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .22
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .39
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .31
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .38
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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North Carolina
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are North Carolina’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$12.11
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$13.09
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 22 children in North Carolina do not know where
they will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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44
Under 6 years 7,811
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 8,840
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 1,946
TOTAL 18,597
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (18,597): 32ND
.86% homeless out of all children 
4% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in North Carolina  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,946
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
NC loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$300 million
NC loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$185 million
 White (39%)
 Black (44%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (16%)
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. *
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Policy & Planning: NORTH CAROLINA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .375
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .518
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .346
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,239
Does North Carolina have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data
Section 8 wait list: 0% are extremely low income
families
Public Housing wait list: 73% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .56%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .97.6%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . .88% School Selection  . . . .20%
Immunizations . . . . . . . .8% School Records  . . . . .24%
Other Med. Records  . . .8% Transportation  . . . . . .40%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 40%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$78
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13.3%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .17.7%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 50% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 250% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does NC have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$5,876
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 89%.
Training and education: 11%
Employment AND training/education: 0%
Does NC prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does North Carolina have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2005, the Council developed the North Carolina Ten-Year
Plan to End Homelessness. Included in this plan are goals to
increase state-level commitment to ending homelessness in
North Carolina, develop family reunification strategies,
increase access to supportive housing, and support local com-
munities as they develop ten-year plans to end homelessness.
State Planning Ranking for North Carolina
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
NO
YES
NO
YES
x
YES
* N O R T H  C A R O L I N A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .14
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .49
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .41
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .44
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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North Dakota
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are North Dakota’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$9.75
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$10.40
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 45 children in North Dakota do not know where
they will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Homeless 
children NAEP
scores
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scores
ND: No Data
Overall
State
Rank
5
Under 6 years 496
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 446
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 239
TOTAL 1,181
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (1,181): 4TH
.81% homeless out of all children 
7% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .239
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
ND loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$40 million
ND loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$23 million
 White (94%)
 Black (0%)
 Asian (0%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (6%)
ND ND ND ND
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. ***
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Policy & Planning: NORTH DAKOTA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . . .86
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . . .42
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .64
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .192
Does North Dakota have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .53%
% schools with school breakfast program  . . . . . . . . . .74%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . .50% School Selection  . . . .25%
Immunizations . . . . . . .25% School Records  . . . . .25%
Other Med. Records  . .25% Transportation  . . . . . .75%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 25%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . .$131
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9.1%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .13.3%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 63% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 113% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does ND have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,784
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 78%.
Training and education: 13%
Employment AND training/education: 7%
Does ND prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does North Dakota have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in North Dakota.
State Planning Ranking for North Dakota
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
NO
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* N O R T H  D A K O T A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .11
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Ohio
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Ohio’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.00
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$11.76
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$13.07
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 26 children in Ohio do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Overall
State
Rank
20
Under 6 years 8,673
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 8,931
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 3,046
TOTAL 20,650
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (20,650): 34TH
.75% homeless out of all children 
4% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Ohio  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3,046
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
OH loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$460 million
OH loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$300 million
 White (60%)
 Black (34%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (5%)
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability.
*
The National Center on Family Homelessness | 123 |
Policy & Planning: OHIO
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .883
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .962
Permanent supportive housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,441
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3,286
Does Ohio have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 74% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 83% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .64%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .61.9%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . .50% School Selection  . . . .40%
Immunizations . . . . . . .35% School Records  . . . . .50%
Other Med. Records  . .25% Transportation  . . . . . .60%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 35%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . .$105
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7.5%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .14.3%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 54% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 182% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does OH have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$5,777
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 68%.
Training and education: 18%
Employment AND training/education: 4%
Does OH prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Ohio have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Ohio.
State Planning Ranking for Ohio
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* O H I O ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .24
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .42
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . .Early Stages
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .20
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Oklahoma
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Oklahoma’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$11.16
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$11.69
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 21 children in Oklahoma do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Under 6 years 2,500
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 2,574
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 878
TOTAL 5,952
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (5,592): 17TH
.67% homeless out of all children 
3% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Oklahoma  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .878
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
OK loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$132 million
OK loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$84 million
 White (62%)
 Black (19%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (18%)
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability.
*
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Policy & Planning: OKLAHOMA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .254
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .219
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .41
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .514
Does Oklahoma have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 96% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .75%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .93.5%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . .9.1% School Selection  . . . . .0%
Immunizations  . . . . .18.2% School Records  . . . .27.3%
Other Med. Records  . .9.1% Transportation  . . . . .9.1%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 9.1%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . .$100
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13.3%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .27.6%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 56% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 208% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does OK have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$3,940
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 67%.
Training and education: 9%
Employment AND training/education: 21%
Does OK prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Oklahoma have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Oklahoma.
State Planning Ranking for Oklahoma
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
YES
NO
YES
NO
NO
x
No Data
No Data
* O K L A H O M A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .10
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .47
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .31
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Oregon
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Oregon’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.95
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$12.52
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$13.87
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 26 children in Oregon do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
Reading
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
Overall Health Problems Asthma Traumatic Stress Emotional Disturbance
Mathematics MathematicsReading
60
50
40
30
20
10
0
E L E M E N TA RY  S C H O O L S H I G H  S C H O O L S
Homeless 
children NAEP
scores
School lunch
children NAEP
scores
Overall
State
Rank
26
Under 6 years 9,529
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 8,849
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 4,310
TOTAL 22,688
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (22,688): 37TH
2.65% homeless out of all children 
14% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Oregon  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4,310
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
OR loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$650 million
OR loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$411 million
 White (65%)
 Black (5%)
 Asian (2%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (28%)
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Policy & Planning: OREGON
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .469
Transitional housing units for homeless families  . . . . . . .1,487
Permanent supportive housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,211
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3,167
Does Oregon have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .83%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .94.1%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . . .0% School Selection  . . . . .0%
Immunizations . . . . . . . .0% School Records  . . . . . .0%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . . . . .0%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . . 0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$25
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12.8%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .20.2%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 57% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 157% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does OR have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$5,160
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 74%.
Training and education: 3%
Employment AND training/education: 20%
Does OR prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Oregon have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2008, the Ending Homelessness Advisory Council created
A Home for Hope: A 10-Year Plan to End Homelessness in
Oregon. This plan contains an extensive focus on children and
families experiencing homelessness, as well as goals to
increase access to affordable housing, increase access to sup-
portive services, and create public education programs to
remove the stigma of homelessness, and improve data collec-
tion techniques.
State Planning Ranking for Oregon
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
YES
NO
YES
x
* O R E G O N ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .44
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .26
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Extensive
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .26
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Pennsylvania
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Pennsylvania’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.15
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$12.73
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$14.52
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 34 children in Pennsylvania do not know where
they will get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
children in state
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Overall
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Rank
14
Under 6 years 18,103
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 19,167
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 5,833
TOTAL 43,103
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (43,103): 44TH
1.54% homeless out of all children 
9% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Pennsylvania  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5,833
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
PA loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$900 million
PA loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$560 million
 White (53%)
 Black (31%)
 Asian (2%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (14%)
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Policy & Planning: PENNSYLVANIA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . .1,160
Transitional housing units for homeless families  . . . . . . .1,941
Permanent supportive housing units . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,490
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4,591
Does Pennsylvania have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 80% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 79% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .57%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .73.3%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . . .0% School Selection  . . . .75%
Immunizations  . . . . .37.5% School Records  . . . .62.5%
Other Med. Records  .37.5% Transportation  . . . .87.5%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 100%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$58
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7.7%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .15.6%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 49% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 187% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does PA have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$6,800
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 66%.
Training and education: 4%
Employment AND training/education: 1%
Does PA prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Pennsylvania have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2005, the Pennsylvania Interagency Council on
Homelessness developed the Agenda for Ending
Homelessness in Pennsylvania. Included in this plan are goals
to increase access to supportive services, understand the
unique needs of children and youth experiencing homeless-
ness, increase access to employment opportunities and train-
ing, and increase access to affordable housing.
State Planning Ranking for Pennsylvania
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
NO
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* P E N N S Y LV A N I A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .34
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .27
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .14
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
The National Center on Family Homelessness| 130 |
Rhode Island
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Rhode Island’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.40
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$11.61
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$19.79
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 24 children in Rhode Island do not know where
they will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Overall
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Rank
4
Under 6 years 335
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 372
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 90
TOTAL 797
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (797): 1ST
.34% homeless out of all children 
2% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Rhode Island  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .90
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
RI loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$14 million
RI loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$9 million
 White (41%)
 Black (16%)
 Asian (3%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (40%)
ND ND ND ND
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. *
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Policy & Planning: RHODE ISLAND
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . . .80
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .146
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .120
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .346
Does Rhode Island have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .52%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .97.9%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .16.7% School Selection  . . . . .0%
Immunizations . . . . . . . .0% School Records  . . . . . .0%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . .66.7%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 50%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . .$304
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6.6%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .18.1%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .250%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .250%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .250%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 37% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 186% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does RI have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$7,800
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 90%.
Training and education: 8%
Employment AND training/education: 2%
Does RI prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Rhode Island have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
The interagency council developed Building Homes, Building
Hope: Ending Homelessness in Rhode Island, which includes
goals to increase access to affordable housing, access to
mainstream services, and employment opportunities.
State Planning Ranking for Rhode Island
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
YES
NO
YES
x * R H O D E  I S L A N D ’ S  R A N K S RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .25
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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South Carolina
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are South Carolina’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$10.69
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$12.92
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 16 children in South Carolina do not know where
they will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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39
Under 6 years 4,734
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 5,420
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 1,118
TOTAL 11,272
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (11,272): 22ND
1.08% homeless out of all children 
5% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in South Carolina  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,118
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
SC loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$180 million
SC loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$110 million
 White (34%)
 Black (59%)
 Asian (0%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (7%)
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability. *
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Policy & Planning: SOUTH CAROLINA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .238
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .269
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .117
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .624
Does South Carolina have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 78% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 78% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .68%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .99.3%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .41.7% School Selection  . . .33.3%
Immunizations . . . . . . .50% School Records  . . . .58.3%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . .58.3%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 58.3%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$80
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13.1%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .18.7%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 51% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 329% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does SC have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,180
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 80%.
Training and education: 20%
Employment AND training/education: 0%
Does SC prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does South Carolina have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2004, the Council released the Blueprint to End
Homelessness in South Carolina. Included in this plan are
goals to integrate supportive services with housing, increase
access to affordable housing, and increase access to support-
ive services.
State Planning Ranking for South Carolina
EARLY
STAGES OF
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x
* S O U T H  C A R O L I N A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .25
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .35
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .38
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Extensive
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .39
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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South Dakota
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are South Dakota’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$9.21
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$11.19
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 31 children in South Dakota do not know where
they will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Under 6 years 649
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 802
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 94
TOTAL 1,545
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (1,545): 5TH
.79% homeless out of all children 
5% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in South Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .94
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
SD loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$14 million
SD loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$9 million
 White (91%)
 Black (0%)
 Asian (0%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (9%)
ND ND ND ND
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability.
**
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Policy & Planning: SOUTH DAKOTA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .139
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . . .74
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .30
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .243
Does South Dakota have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .53%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .76.8%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . . .0% School Selection  . . . . .0%
Immunizations . . . . . . . .0% School Records  . . . . . .0%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . . . .50%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . . 0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . .$115
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8.8%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .24.5%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .140%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .140%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .140%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 59% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 120% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does SD have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,804
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 63%.
Training and education: 10%
Employment AND training/education: 12%
Does SD prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does South Dakota have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in South Dakota.
State Planning Ranking for South Dakota
EARLY
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* S O U T H  D A K O T A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .10
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .25
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .16
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .12
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Tennessee
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Tennessee’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$11.91
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$12.38
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 24 children in Tennessee do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
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Under 6 years 6,965
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 7,906
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 1,713
TOTAL 16,584
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (16,584): 28TH
1.15% homeless out of all children 
5% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Tennessee  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,713
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
TN loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$260 million
TN loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$163 million
 White (53%)
 Black (38%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (8%)
*
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability.
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Policy & Planning: TENNESSEE
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .244
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .414
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .395
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,053
Does Tennessee have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 86% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 84% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .83%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .93.1%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . .7.1% School Selection  . . . . .0%
Immunizations  . . . . . .7.1% School Records  . . . .14.3%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . .21.4%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 28.6%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$60
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8.1%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .15.2%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 53% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 348% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does TN have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,188
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 43%.
Training and education: 36%
Employment AND training/education: 19%
Does TN prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Tennessee have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Tennessee.
State Planning Ranking for Tennessee
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
NO
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* T E N N E S S E E ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .26
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .46
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .24
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Texas
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Texas’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$14.94
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$15.02
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 20 children in Texas do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Under 6 years 141,584
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 164,086
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 31,435
TOTAL 337,105
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (337,105):** 50TH
5.20% homeless out of all children 
16% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Texas  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .31,435
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
TX loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$5 billion
TX loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$3 billion
 White (40%)
 Black (13%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (46%)
** The number of homeless children may be unusually high due to the 2005 hurricanes.
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Policy & Planning: TEXAS
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . .1,183
Transitional housing units for homeless families  . . . . . . .1,765
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .746
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3,694
Does Texas have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 51% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 49% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .58%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .98.7%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .10.7% School Selection  . . . .9.8%
Immunizations  . . . . .11.5% School Records  . . . . . .9%
Other Med. Records  .11.5% Transportation  . . . .14.8%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 10.7%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$16
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .21.8%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .28.4%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 44% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 367% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does TX have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,427
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 72%.
Training and education: 23%
Employment AND training/education: 2%
Does TX prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Texas have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Texas.
State Planning Ranking for Texas
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* T E X A S ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .49
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .44
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .50
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .50
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Utah
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Utah’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$11.05
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$13.52
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 20 children in Utah do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
Reading
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
Overall Health Problems Asthma Traumatic Stress Emotional Disturbance
Mathematics MathematicsReading
60
50
40
30
20
10
0
E L E M E N TA RY  S C H O O L S H I G H  S C H O O L S
Homeless 
children NAEP
scores
School lunch
children NAEP
scores
ND: No Data
Overall
State
Rank
37
Under 6 years 7,304
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 7,827
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 2,260
TOTAL 17,391
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (17,391): 29TH
2.20% homeless out of all children 
16% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2,260
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
UT loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$340 million
UT loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$215 million
 White (68%)
 Black (2%)
 Asian (2%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (28%)
ND ND ND ND
*
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability.
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Policy & Planning: UTAH
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .207
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .320
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .177
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .704
Does Utah have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .60%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .81.3%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . .3.1% School Selection  . . . .6.3%
Immunizations  . . . . . .6.3% School Records  . . . . .3.1%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . . .6.3%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . . 0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$16
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13.1%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .17.5%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 48% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 156% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does UT have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$4,764
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 82%.
Training and education: 3%
Employment AND training/education: 3%
Does UT prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Utah have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2005, Utah developed Utah’s Plan to End Chronic
Homelessness. Included in this plan are goals to increase
access to affordable housing, increase access to supportive
services, and coordinate statewide prevention efforts.
State Planning Ranking for Utah
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
x * U T A H ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .42
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .48
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Moderate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .37
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Vermont
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Vermont’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.68
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$10.81
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$16.07
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 26 children in Vermont do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
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Under 6 years 493
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 487
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 194
TOTAL 1,174
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (1,174): 3RD
.88% homeless out of all children 
7% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .194
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
VT loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$30 million
VT loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$18 million
 White (96%)
 Black (0%)
 Asian (0%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (4%)
ND ND ND ND
*
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability.
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Policy & Planning: VERMONT
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . . .71
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . . .73
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .39
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .183
Does Vermont have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .62%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .89.8%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . . .0% School Selection  . . . .25%
Immunizations . . . . . . . .0% School Records  . . . . .25%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . . . .50%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 50%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . .$132
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8.5%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .20.2%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .300%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .300%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .300%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 48% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 131% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does VT have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$6,537
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 68%.
Training and education: 13%
Employment AND training/education: 1%
Does VT prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Vermont have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2007, the Council created the Ten-Year Plan to End
Chronic Homelessness. This preliminary plan included goals
to implement McKinney-Vento law, support responsible lend-
ing, increase access to affordable housing, and increase
access to mainstream services.
State Planning Ranking for Vermont
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
YES
NO
YES
NO
YES
x * V E R M O N T ’ S  R A N K S RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .15
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .26
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . .Early Stages
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .10
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Virginia
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Virginia’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$14.73
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$18.09
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 37 children in Virginia do not know where they will
get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
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Under 6 years 7,650
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 8,624
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 1,940
TOTAL 18,214
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (18,214): 31ST
1.01% homeless out of all children 
8% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Virginia  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,940
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
VA loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$310 million
VA loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200 million
 White (65%)
 Black (14%)
 Asian (1%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (20%)
ND ND ND ND
*
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability.
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Policy & Planning: VIRGINIA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .475
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .757
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .172
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,404
Does Virginia have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: 72% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 88% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .59%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .90.4%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .27.6% School Selection  . . .17.2%
Immunizations . . . . . . .31% School Records  . . . .20.7%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . .27.6%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . . 0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$54
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .10.7%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .19.3%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 36% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 294% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does VA have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .NO
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$7,852
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 84%.
Training and education: 5%
Employment AND training/education: 8%
Does VA prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Virginia have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Virginia.
State Planning Ranking for Virginia
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
NO
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
NO
YES
x
* V I R G I N I A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .24
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .11
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .20
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .17
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Washington
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Washington’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$8.07
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$13.92
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$15.95
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 26 children in Washington do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Mathematics MathematicsReading
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E L E M E N TA RY  S C H O O L S H I G H  S C H O O L S
Homeless 
children NAEP
scores
School lunch
children NAEP
scores
Overall
State
Rank
25
Under 6 years 10,096
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 9,575
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 4,367
TOTAL 24,038
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (24,038): 39TH
1.57% homeless out of all children 
10% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Washington  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4,367
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
WA loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$700 million
WA loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$416 million
 White (58%)
 Black (10%)
 Asian (4%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (28%)
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Policy & Planning: WASHINGTON
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .827
Transitional housing units for homeless families  . . . . . . .2,628
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .595
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4,050
Does Washington have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: 89% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .65%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .89.8%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .26.1% School Selection  . . . .13%
Immunizations  . . . . .21.7% School Records  . . . .26.1%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . .56.5%
Other Barriers  . . . . . 39.1%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$36
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7.1%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .16.4%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .200%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 51% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 152% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does WA have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$6,891
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 83%.
Training and education: 7%
Employment AND training/education: 1%
Does WA prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Washington have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2006, Washington developed the State of Washington
Ten-Year Homeless Plan. This plan contains an extensive
focus on children and families experiencing homelessness, as
well as goals to increase access to affordable housing, create
programs to prevent evictions, improve outreach and case
management services, improve access to mainstream services,
increases employment opportunities, and increase public
awareness of homelessness.
State Planning Ranking for Washington
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
NO
NO
NO
YES
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
x
* W A S H I N G T O N ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .35
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .34
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .23
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . . .Extensive
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .25
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
The National Center on Family Homelessness| 148 |
West Virginia
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are West Virginia’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$7.25
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$9.11
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$10.85
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 33 children in West Virginia do not know where
they will get their next meal.
Homeless children
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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children NAEP
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ND: No Data
Overall State
Rank
15
Under 6 years 2,012
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 2,189
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 590
TOTAL 4,791
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (4,791): 14TH
1.23% homeless out of all children 
7% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in West Virginia  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .590
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
WV loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$90 million
WV loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$60 million
 White (93%)
 Black (5%)
 Asian (0%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (2%)
ND ND NDND
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Policy & Planning: WEST VIRGINIA
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .111
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . . .84
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .29
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .224
Does West Virginia have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .76%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .98.7%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .21.4% School Selection  . . .14.3%
Immunizations  . . . . .14.3% School Records  . . . .21.4%
Other Med. Records  . .7.1% Transportation  . . . .28.6%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . . 0%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$83
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6.6%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .13.8%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .150%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 67% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 125% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does WV have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$3,886
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 77%.
Training and education: 14%
Employment AND training/education: 9%
Does WV prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does West Virginia have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in West Virginia.
State Planning Ranking for West Virginia
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
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PLANNING
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PLANNING
YES
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* W E S T  V I R G I N I A ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .28
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .22
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .24
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . .Early Stages
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .15
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Wisconsin
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Wisonsin’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$11.64
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$13.75
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 37 children in Wisconsin do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
NAEP scores
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Under 6 years 5,060
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 5,190
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 1,797
TOTAL 12,047
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (12,047): 24TH
.92% homeless out of all children 
6% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Wisconsin  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,797
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .< 25%
WI loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$270 million
WI loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$170 million
 White (54%)
 Black (26%)
 Asian (4%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (16%)
*
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability.
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Policy & Planning: WISCONSIN
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . .409
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . .771
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .227
Total capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1,407
Does Wisconsin have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . .
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data  
Section 8 wait list: 79% are extremely low income families
Public Housing wait list: 96% are extremely low income families
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .54%
% schools with school breakfast program . . . . . . . . .58.2%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . . . . .0% School Selection  . . . . .0%
Immunizations . . . . . . . .0% School Records  . . . . . .0%
Other Med. Records  . . .0% Transportation  . . . . . . .0%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 8.3%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . . .$80
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5.2%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .10.7%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .250%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .250%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .250%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 48% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 106% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does WI have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .YES
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$6,968
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 91%.
Training and education: 1%
Employment AND training/education: 6%
Does WI prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Wisconsin have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
In 2007, the Council developed a Plan to End Homelessness
in Wisconsin: “Homeward Wisconsin.” Included in this plan
were goals to increase access to affordable housing, create
and implement homelessness prevention programs, increase
access to mainstream services and benefits, and advocate for
incorporation of this plan among state agencies.
State Planning Ranking for Wisconsin
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* W I S C O N S I N ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .16
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .37
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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Wyoming
For the complete Report Card (including sources), please visit:
www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org
Who are Wyoming’s homeless children?
Homelessness and Children’s Health   Studies comparing homeless children to those of middle-income families
Housing and Income
Minimum wage:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$6.55
Average wage for renters:  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$11.68
Hourly wage needed to afford 2-BR apartment:  . . . . . .$11.95
Educational Achievement   Reading and math proficiency using the Federal NAEP standard
Food Security 
1 in 24 children in Wyoming do not know where they
will get their next meal.
Middle-income 
children in state
All students
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Under 6 years 491
Grades K-8 (enrolled) 490
Grades 9-12 (enrolled) 188
TOTAL 1,169
Age: Race/Ethnicity
*Among children 
living in poverty.
Not available for
homeless children.
HS Graduation Rate for Homeless Children: <25%
Long-Term Economic Consequences
of Not Graduating From High School 
In lifetime earnings and contributions 
to society
Number of homeless children (1,169): 2ND
.96% homeless out of all children 
8% homeless among children living in poverty
America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness           S T A T E  R A N K S  (1-50, 1 = best)
Difference in lifetime earnings: HS degree vs. without  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$200,000
Net lifetime increased contributions to society with HS degree  . . .(per student) $127,000
Number of homeless HS students in Wyoming  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .188
High school graduation rate for homeless children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .<25%
WY loss in lifetime earnings  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$30 million
WY loss in contributions to society  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .$18 million
 White (86%)
 Black (0%)
 Asian (0%)
 Native American (0%)
 Hispanic (14%)
*
Homeless children
* Sample size too
small for statisti-
cal reliability.
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Policy & Planning: WYOMING
Housing Policies
Emergency shelter units for homeless families  . . . . . . . . . . .78
Transitional housing units for homeless families . . . . . . . . . .36
Permanent supportive housing units  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .0
Total capacity  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .114
Does Wyoming have a State Housing Trust Fund?
Wait List Priorities: Section 8    Public Housing
Domestic violence . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Homelessness . . . . . . . . . . . . . No Data           No Data
Section 8 wait list: No Data
Public Housing wait list: No Data
Food Security Policies
% eligible children enrolled in food stamps  . . . . . . . .48%
% schools with school breakfast program  . . . . . . . . . .75%
(among schools who provide school lunch)
Education
Barriers reported by McKinney-Vento subgrantees:
Eligibility  . . . . . . . . .12.5% School Selection  . . . .6.3%
Immunizations  . . . . .12.5% School Records  . . . . .6.3%
Other Med. Records  . .6.3% Transportation  . . . . .6.3%
Other Barriers  . . . . . . 6.3%
Additional funding allocated to schools for 
education of homeless children (per child):  . . . . . . . . .$132
Dedicated state funding for homeless education?
Health Policies
% uninsured children  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9.2%
% total Medicaid expenditures spent on children  . . . . .25.3%
Medicaid eligibility by % of Federal Poverty Level
Infants  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 1-5  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .133%
Children ages 6-19  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .100%
Income/Wages
At minimum wage a full-time worker earns 55% of what 
is needed to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Per month, 183% of TANF benefit would need to be spent 
on rent to afford a 2-BR at FMR.
Does WY have a State Earned Income Tax Credit? 
Is it refundable?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .N/A
Child Care
Average annual cost for child care (4-year old)  . . . .$5,438
Families use child care vouchers for:
Employment: 89%.
Training and education: 10%
Employment AND training/education: 0%
Does WY prioritize children who are homeless 
when distributing child care vouchers? . . . . . . . . .
State Planning
Does Wyoming have an interagency 
council on homelessness?  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
What 10-year Planning Efforts Have Taken Place?
At the time of this publication, no statewide ten-year planning
efforts have taken place in Wyoming.
State Planning Ranking for Wyoming
EARLY
STAGES OF
PLANNING
INADEQUATE
PLANNING
MODERATE
PLANNING
EXTENSIVE
PLANNING
NO
NO
NO
NO
YES
x
* W Y O M I N G ’ S  R A N K S
RANK
Extent of child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .20
Child well-being  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .43
Risk for child homelessness  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .6
State policy and planning  . . . . . . . . . . .Inadequate
Overall Rank  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .21
*States ranked 1-50 with 1 being best and 50 worst.
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V. Policy Recommendations 
A. Short-Term Relief for Children Experiencing Homelessness 
Congress spent much of the Fall 2008 legislative session passing a corporate bailout pack-
age, The Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008.144 Nine of the largest banks in
the U.S. were given $25 billion each in the first round of financing, which ultimately will
total $700 billion.145
Children without homes are also in crisis. Their plight doesn’t make the headlines, but
the future of many American children is tied to the economic recession. According to a
study conducted by the National Association for the Education of Homeless Children
and Youth (NAEHCY), foreclosures and the economic downturn are the largest con-
tributing factors to the increase in child homelessness seen by educators nationwide
(FN). As this Report Card documents, the health, education, and economic well-being
of children and their families are in dire need of attention.  
Children who are homeless need the same things that other children need to grow up
healthy and happy: a safe and stable home; access to quality schools; affordable and 
reliable health care; healthy meals every day; opportunities to play in safe neighbor-
hoods; strong attachments with caregivers.  
Many homeless children are exposed to unsafe neighborhoods and unstable housing.
Their health care and school attendance is erratic. They have too often experienced
hunger, violence, and disrupted relationships with family, friends, and caretakers. These
experiences are extremely costly in both human and economic terms. 
In this section, we make various policy recommendations that can be enacted at the state
and/or federal levels. Turning these policies into legislation is critical to ending child
homelessness, but these recommendations will take time and resources to implement. In
the meantime, local, state, and federal governments can take immediate action to help
children without homes. These actions can lay the groundwork for ending child home-
lessness and include: designing comprehensive strategies for addressing the needs of
homeless children, developing family-oriented programs for homeless children and
their families, strengthening partnerships among stakeholders serving vulnerable chil-
dren, and collecting data on residential instability. Most important, we must reallocate
dollars so that they are used most efficiently and devote the limited funding available in
ways that are most effective—and at the same time continue to advocate for increased
resources and opportunities for these children.  
Children who are
homeless need the
same things that other
children need to grow
up healthy and happy:
a safe and stable
home; access to quality
schools; affordable and 
reliable health care;
healthy meals every
day; opportunities to
play in safe neighbor-
hoods; strong attach-
ments with caregivers.
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Short-term federal activities should include the following: 
Housing 
• Capitalize the new National Housing Trust Fund at $10 billion for two years to rehabilitate 
or build 100,000 rental homes for the lowest income households using green standards. 
• Fund 400,000 new Housing Vouchers at $3.6 billion for two years to provide the lowest income
households with rent assistance. 
• Fund the homelessness prevention component of the Emergency Shelter Grant program at 
$2 billion for two years to prevent low-income households from becoming homeless and to
rapidly re-house those that do lose their homes; 400,000 households will be assisted.
• Set aside one-third of housing vouchers, National Housing Trust Fund resources, and other
housing program resources for homeless families and families who are at risk of homelessness
(50% of the Federal Poverty Level). 
• Protect renters from sudden displacement and assure continuity of voucher assistance for 
tenants in rental properties in foreclosure. 
• Keep homeowners stably housed by requiring banks and other mortgage holders to approve
affordable loan modifications.
Education
• Fully fund Subtitle B of Title VII of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (42 U.S.C.
11431) at $210 million to ensure that every homeless child can enroll in and attend school,
and receive the services they need to succeed.
Supportive Services
• Adopt the proposed $2 billion for the Emergency Shelter Grant and ensure that 30% 
($6 million) is dedicated to trauma-informed services for children and families.
• Invest $3 billion into child care vouchers for children experiencing homelessness so that they
can receive the early care and education they deserve, and so that their parents can engage in
employment, job training, and other activities to lift their families out of homelessness.
• Allocate funds within all federally funded programs to support training, technical assistance,
and the development of career ladders for service providers working with homeless children.
• Fully fund the Violence Prevention and Services Act at $175 million and increase the 
Victims of Crime Act cap to $717 million annually. 
Income
• Expand the TANF contingency fund so that states are able to provide cash assistance to the
increasing number of very poor families.146
Hunger
• Provide a temporary increase in Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program benefits, which
states should implement within 30 to 60 days of enactment.147
Planning & Data Collection
• Require the federal Interagency Council on Homelessness (ICH) to make child and family
homelessness a high priority. 
• Require all studies and programs supported by federal agencies and serving low-income 
people to collect data on the housing status of program beneficiaries. 
• Coordinate Congressional committee activities on Homelessness with the Federal ICH.
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B. General Recommendations
Quick action from the President and Congress is needed to prevent and end the unnec-
essary tragedy of child homelessness in America. The situation is more pressing than
ever given the current foreclosure crisis and economic recession that are catapulting
many children and their families onto the streets. We know what must be done to pre-
vent and end child homelessness. Now we have to muster the public and political will
necessary for action.
As we respond to the current challenges our nation faces, we must remember that the
homelessness crisis is fundamentally a housing crisis. Therefore, any solution must have
housing at its core. However, for many families and children, housing is not enough. If
we are concerned about the well-being of family members and the future of our children,
we must adopt a comprehensive approach that includes adequate services and supports.
Along with housing, we must address income, employment, education, family preserva-
tion, health care, hunger, and violence. Only then can we end child homelessness.
Our recommendations reflect the belief that preventing and ending homelessness for
children requires a coordinated federal, state, and local response. The federal mandate
that homeless children are entitled to enroll in school is a critical component to address-
ing this issue, but without compliance at the school district level, homeless children will
not be able to succeed academically. Furthermore, local communities cannot prevent
homelessness or re-house homeless families without new federal funds for housing assis-
tance. To accomplish the goal of ending child homelessness, all levels of government
must plan, coordinate activities, and provide resources.
We know what
must be done to
prevent and end
child homeless-
ness. Now we
have to muster
the public and
political will nec-
essary for action.
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1. Federal
Housing*
• Increase access and encourage collaboration among local agencies by permitting families to
be referred for housing vouchers by a wide range of stakeholders, including groups such as
public schools and Head Start programs along with more traditional homeless and housing
assistance providers.
• Keep homeowners stably housed by requiring banks and other mortgage holders to approve
affordable loan modifications.
• Enact renter protections so that tenants who are evicted when their landlords’ homes have
been foreclosed have at least 90 days to move and have the resources necessary to find new
housing.
• Provide more homeless families with the housing and services they need by better aligning
HUD’s definition of homelessness with the definitions used by other federal programs.
• Expand the definition of chronic homelessness to include families. Researchers and practi-
tioners agree that due to disability, chronic illness, or other challenges, a small but significant
subgroup of families need more than housing and basic supports and services to stabilize. 
A new initiative must be undertaken to discover what works to improve outcomes and keep
these families together.
• Promote educational stability and positive health outcomes for children and families by 
completing the job of safely housing families who have been homeless since the Gulf Coast
Hurricanes of 2005.
• Prepare and implement a comprehensive plan to ensure that victims of future major disasters
can be re-housed as quickly and as safely as possible so that they do not become homeless.
• Ensure that families who are homeless and families who are served by the child welfare system
are given priority access for Section 8 vouchers. Provide bridge subsidies to these families
when no Section 8 vouchers are available.
• Enforce the Violence Against Women Act (VAWA) and provide training on VAWA to courts
and landlords. This helps prevent homelessness among survivors of domestic violence by
ensuring that they do not face eviction due to violence perpetrated against them.
• Ensure that survivors of domestic violence who are fleeing their living situation are included
in HUD’s definition of homelessness.
* Several of the housing recommendations have also been supported by other national homelessness advocates, including National Alliance to
End Homelessness; National Law Center on Homelessness and Poverty; and the National Low Income Housing Coalition (2008).
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Income
• Include resources to help TANF recipients access higher education and job training 
opportunities.
• Suspend time limits when families are fleeing domestic violence, become homeless, or 
experience major illness and other catastrophic events.
• Ensure access to high quality and affordable child care for TANF recipients.
• Assist homeless parents who are disabled to enroll in the Social Security Disability
Income/Social Security Income (SSDI/SSI) programs so they can obtain a stable monthly
income.
• Eliminate criminal history restrictions on parents that prevent families from obtaining hous-
ing assistance, TANF benefits, and other government aid they need to avoid homelessness.
Family Preservation
• Using HUD’s Family Unification Program (FUP) and other resources, ensure that youth 
aging out of foster care do not become homeless, and families are provided with the housing
and services they need to stay together instead of relinquishing children to foster care.
• Expand the age limit to allow children to remain in foster care until their 22nd birthday 
in all states.
• Repeal the “one strike” law that permits local Public Housing Agencies to evict an innocent
tenant from public or subsidized housing due to the criminal activity of another family 
member who is outside the tenant’s control.
Health Care
• Provide comprehensive and affordable health insurance to every child and youth until age 21
through Medicaid, the State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP) or other means.
• Include mental health insurance coverage so that children do not have to be placed into 
the foster care or juvenile justice systems in order to receive the care they need.
• Expand addiction and mental health services at Community Health Centers (CHC) and
Health Care for the Homeless Programs (HCH) that are targeted to children and their fami-
lies.  This would require increased funding for services at existing CHC and HCH grantees,
not just funding for new sites.
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Hunger
• Restore expedited Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) eligibility for all 
homeless individuals and families.
• Automatically qualify all homeless families for WIC assistance.
• Ensure that all homeless children are enrolled in free school meals and have access to free
summer food service programs.
• Increase funding for per meal reimbursements in the school meals, summer food service, 
and child and adult care food programs to address the rising cost of food.
• Update meal pattern requirements for the school meals, summer food service, and child and
adult care food programs on a regular basis to stay current with nutrition science and best
practices.
• Update the WIC food package on a regular basis to stay current with nutrition science and
best practices.
Education
• Strengthen the education of homeless children through the reauthorization of the education
subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act to enhance identification and 
support, help increase school stability, address the needs of preschool children and improve
data collection.
• Increase McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act funding for grants to states and local 
education authorities to support idenification, enrollment, and support for homeless chil-
dren.
• Improve access of young homeless children to early childhood education and child care.
Every homeless family that needs Head Start and/or child care services should be able to
obtain these vital resources. To achieve this goal, more program slots must be made available. 
• Create a dedicated funding stream for transporting homeless children.
• Require schools of origin to immediately send school records to enrolling schools to facilitate
the enrollment of homeless children.
• Require state-funded pre-school programs to identify and prioritize the enrollment of 
homeless children.
• Include all children in out-of-home care situations (e.g. foster care, kinship care families,
group homes, and child care institutions) in the definition of eligibility for services.
• Make a commitment to ensuring that all federal agency-funded programs under the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act and the No Child Left Behind Act (ESEA/NCLB)
are trauma-informed.
• Improve federal oversight of states’ compliance with educational assessment and reporting
requirements. Data on the educational progress of homeless children should be more 
comprehensively collected and analyzed across the country.
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Planning, Research and Data Collection
• Ensure that the U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness and other federal agencies 
working to end homelessness include the needs of children, youth, and families in any 
federal plan.
• Permit communities to provide a flexible range of housing and supportive services to 
families in crisis through the annual HUD Notice of Funding Available (NOFA) for
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act grant programs.
• Encourage additional research on the needs of homeless children and effective programs 
to address child homelessness.
• Support additional research focusing on risk factors for homelessness, so prevention efforts
can be better targeted.
• Fund research to better understand the pathways that link children in foster care to 
homelessness. 
• Require that all federal programs serving low-income people collect data on the housing 
status of program beneficiaries.
• Ensure that all future national data collection efforts involving children include questions
about residential status and stability. Currently, comprehensive national data regarding the
health and well-being of America’s homeless children are very limited. 
• Ensure that adequate questions are asked about the health, education, and safety of their
children in studies involving homeless adults.
• Encourage research on homeless families to include the family as a unit of analysis.
Workforce Development
• Require state grantees under the U.S. Department of Labor’s Workforce Investment Act
(WIA)to ensure that homeless youth and parents are provided with job training services that
help them improve their job skills, maximize their earning potential, and place them in
decent paying stable jobs.
• Require providers of mental health and substance abuse services to demonstrate competen-
cies in trauma-informed and trauma-specific program models.
• Provide the homeless workforce with higher salaries and improved training and support to
encourage recruitment and retention of highly qualified staff.
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2. State and Local 
Housing
• Create state and local housing trust funds to complement the National Housing Trust Fund.
• Use National Housing Trust Fund, Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs), and HOME
dollars to produce new units of affordable housing dedicated to homeless families and those
most at-risk of homelessness. 
• Focus on minimizing shelter stays and quickly moving families into housing.
• Place families directly into permanent housing rather than into motels.  In addition to being a
safer and more stable option, it is less expensive to pay a family’s rent than to pay for their stay
in a substandard motel.
• Pay for stabilization services for families exiting the shelter system, helping them remain stably
housed.
• Expand state efforts to provide short-term financial assistance to at-risk households including
help with back rent and utility payments, security deposits, or first month’s rent to obtain 
new housing for people about to be displaced, and payments or loans to households facing
foreclosure.
• Create or expand state efforts to prevent the eviction of families through landlord-tenant
mediation and legal services.
Income
• Ensure that states use TANF dollars to provide housing assistance for homeless families along
with child care and other work supports that keep parents employed.
• Waive TANF time limits if a family is homeless at the end of their five year limit or becomes
homeless in the future and needs support to regain housing and stability.
• Permit all TANF recipients to pursue educational opportunities that offer the potential to
increase their future income and decrease the likelihood that they will need public assistance.
• Ensure that families who are homeless are given priority in the distribution of child care
vouchers through the Child Care and Development Fund.
• Adopt fully refundable state Earned Income Tax Credits, funded with TANF dollars, to help
families become more financially secure.
• Enroll families into federal entitlement programs such as Medicaid, SNAP, and WIC rather
than paying for costly emergency services (e.g., emergency room visits).
Family Preservation
• Require state child welfare agencies to invest in homelessness prevention – an upfront cost
that will improve outcomes and save money over time.
• Prevent children’s placement into foster care due solely to homelessness or unstable housing
by providing families with intensive wrap-around services (e.g., income supports, job training,
health care, trauma-specific services, supports for parenting, and programs for children).
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Health Care
• Increase the number of children who are insured by enrolling eligible children in Medicaid
or SCHIP.
• Improve access to primary, dental, and mental health care by incentivizing collaborations
between agencies that serve homeless families and the health care community.
• Provide policy leadership from the Governors’ offices and funding incentives to de-emphasize
categorical or diagnosis-driven service delivery and to invest in holistic services and supports
for homeless families and children.
• Provide all homeless family members with deemed eligibility and priority access to state-
funded  mental health services.
• Ensure that families involved with the child welfare system are given priority access to mental
health and substance abuse services that are funded and/or provided by state agencies.
• Ensure that all providers serving homeless children and families have demonstrable compe-
tencies in trauma-informed and trauma-specific program models. This should become a
responsibility of state mental health authorities. 
• Encourage state mental health, substance abuse, and child welfare authorities to incentivize
partnerships among clinical service providers and schools, health centers, and shelters in
order to improve access.
• Recognize complex Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) as an omnipresent issue among
homeless children and families and one that requires a “universal precautions” approach to
individual or systems level interventions.
• Encourage state commissioners of agencies serving homeless families to partner with entities
such as the National Child Traumatic Stress Network. This strategy will assist providers in 
moving towards “trauma-informed” service delivery.
A M E R I C A ’ S  Y O U N G E S T  O U T C A S T S  Policy Recommendations
The National Center on Family Homelessness| 164 |
Hunger
• Increase participation in federal nutrition programs (National School Lunch Program, 
School Breakfast Program, Summer Food Service Program, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program) by creating efficient organizational processes and conducting intensive outreach
campaigns.
• Increase access to healthy foods in school and community settings (e.g., support increased
fruits and vegetables in school and summer meals, community gardens, and healthy food
choices at grocery stores).
Education
• Ensure that school personnel are aware of the ways that trauma impedes learning and develop
policies and programs that mitigate this reality for homeless children. State Departments of
Education should take leadership in these efforts.
• Strengthen efforts to identify and support students experiencing homelessness.
• Provide training and education to school districts to ensure compliance with the educational
provisions of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act.
Planning, Research, and Data Collection
• Include representatives from key agencies serving homeless children, youth, and families on
all state interagency councils on homelessness.
• Include appropriate strategies to end homelessness for children and families in all state and
local ten-year plans to end homelessness.
• Require that all state programs collect data on the housing status of participants.   
• Make family homelessness a priority of the state interagency councils on homelessness and
other planning efforts related to homelessness and poverty.
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Throughout the Report Card, we highlight ways that communities are addressing 
particular aspects of child and family homelessness. We encourage you to use these 
case studies to think about how to improve children’s situations in your 
community. For more case studies, visit www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org.
The mission of Project H.O.M.E. is to empower individuals to break the cycle of homelessness and pover-
ty, to address structural causes of poverty, and to attain their fullest potential as individuals and members
of society.
Project H.O.M.E. began in 1989 out of growing concern for Philadelphia’s rising street population. Project
H.O.M.E.’s co-founders, Sister Mary Scullion and Joan Dawson McConnon, recognized the need for pro-
grams that would more effectively serve homeless people in Philadelphia. “When we started working with
these people, we realized the need for permanent housing with supports.” Since that time, Project
H.O.M.E. has evolved into a comprehensive program that provides individualized treatment plans to help
clients break the cycle of homelessness.
The program serves families consisting largely of women with young children who are drug and alcohol
dependent or dually diagnosed. Since many of the mothers have spent extended periods in treatment or
correctional facilities, they often enter Project H.O.M.E. at the same time they are beginning the process
of reuniting with their children. The program allocates a large proportion of its resources to supporting
families through this process. Parenting groups are offered and families have access to a wide range of
community services including outpatient services, alcohol and drug treatment, mental health treatment,
and medication management. The program also incorporates an adult learning component with GED and
adult education courses.
Project H.O.M.E’s emphasis on permanent housing with supports has helped to transform the lives of
many families. “What is really helpful about our program is that it provides families with stability,”
explains Beth Sturman Rowlee, program director. “They are able to form relationships with neighbors and
their kids are not [constantly] transferring schools.” Sister Mary Scullion, co-founder, adds, “It is important
to create a diverse community that allows people to have breaks. One mom with six kids trying to work
is like mission impossible. Instead of being isolated, our mothers receive assistance from a supportive
community.” Many families choose to stay in the permanent residences in which they are placed, a deci-
sion that reflects the program’s effectiveness. “Some choose to stay and make lives for themselves in the
community. Some move on from the program, and others go through our home ownership program.”
Either way, the combination of permanent housing and support services provided through Project
H.O.M.E. is an important model for helping homeless families to live healthier lives.
O N  T H E  G R O U N D : P R O J E C T  H . O. M . E .
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O N  T H E  G R O U N D :
T R A U M A - I N F O R M E D  S E R V I C E S  F O R  FA M I L I E S
Throughout the Report Card, we highlight ways that communities are addressing 
particular aspects of child and family homelessness. We encourage you to use these case
studies to develop strategies for responding to these children in your community. 
For additional case studies, visit www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org.
Homelessness is an extremely traumatic experience. For many families, the stress of home-
lessness is compounded by past traumatic experiences, including catastrophic illness,
abrupt separations, and physical or sexual abuse. Traumatic stress impacts every aspect of
a person’s life, including response to danger, ability to form sustaining relationships, decision-making,
physical and mental health, and ability to maintain housing and employment. A “trauma-lens” provides
a way to understand clients’ behaviors, responses, attitudes, and emotions as a collection of survival skills
developed in response to traumatic experiences. Given the extensive trauma in the lives of people expe-
riencing homelessness, it is essential that services and programs are trauma-informed.
Sheffield Place, located in Kansas City, MO, is a transitional-living program whose mission is to “empow-
er single mothers and their children to break out of the cycle of homelessness and poverty.” They work to
help families:
1) Increase income and education;
2) Achieve greater self-determination;
3) Obtain and retain permanent housing; and
4) Overcome the impact of trauma.
The framework of care for Sheffield Place’s supportive services are based on evidence-based, consumer
focused, trauma-informed principles. Supportive services include: strengths-based case management;
independent living skill development; community linkages to employment and educational services; psy-
chosocial assessments; primary healthcare services; mental health and psychosocial assessments; treat-
ment planning; individual, family, and group therapy; educational groups; parenting education; substance
and mental health support groups; transportation; child care for in-house services; and consumer govern-
ment and decision making including board representation. Sheffield Place is the first homeless shelter in
the nation to offer Parent-Child Interaction Therapy (PCIT) and Trauma-Focused Cognitive Behavioral
Therapy (TFCBT), both evidence-based interventions.
“Trauma is very confusing for children. Having a trauma-informed environment supports them by creat-
ing a safe place to work on emotional issues and get back on track developmentally,” explains Margaret
Comford, Clinical Director. She continues, “This kind of environment allows adult/child relationships to
blossom.” Since implementing the trauma-informed care service model and trauma-specific services,
Sheffield Place clients have had numerous positive outcomes, including:
• Fewer clients asked to leave due to non-compliance
• Fewer relapses
• Increased consumer cohesiveness
• Stronger parent-child relationships 
• Increased positive behavior in children.
Sheffield Place is currently working to develop a project to disseminate trauma-informed practices to
other community partners.
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Throughout the Report Card, we highlight ways that communities are addressing 
particular aspects of child and family homelessness. We encourage you to use these case
studies to develop strategies for responding to  these children in your community. 
For additional  case studies, visit www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org.
“My babies are happy. I see their spirits again. I see them as children again.
Not growing up too soon.” –STRong client
STRong: Strengthening Our New Generation uses a voluntary, home-based service model
that engages young homeless mothers (ages 18 – 25) in a true partnership to meet the needs of children.
The program results from an innovative collaboration among three local agencies, each with unique
expertise. Reuben Lindh Family Services serves as the collaboration’s lead agency and are experts in child
development and educational services. Reuben Lindh’s collaborators, St. Stephen’s Human Services and
Wayside House, Inc, round out the program’s service capacity with expertise in housing and chemical
dependency, respectively.
STRong has three primary goals:
1) Reduce stress in families by improving children’s services, parenting skills, and housing stability;
2) Increase access and sustainability of permanent housing; and 
3) Improve child outcomes, including attaining developmental milestones and addressing behavioral,
emotional, psychosocial, educational and medical problems.
Consistent with the rapid re-housing approach, families are provided immediate assistance to address
their permanent housing needs. At the same time, the immediate needs of children are addressed through
developmentally-based interventions, linkages with appropriate services, and education and support for
primary caretakers.
The mobile service team meets families wherever they are in the community. This multi-disciplinary serv-
ice team includes a housing advocate, family worker, and aftercare worker, who serve as the lead in their
specialty and have also been cross-trained to provide comprehensive, quality services in all areas. In addi-
tion to the STRong services, clients are able to access programs at the three partner agencies and, when
appropriate, are referred to services in the broader community.
STRong families have benefitted greatly from the program. The impacts are wide-ranging, from meeting
developmental milestones to improved behavior. Parents credit program activities such as parenting edu-
cation and child development screening with these improvements. Mothers report that their children are
more at ease, playful, and happy. In the words of one mother, “[My children are] smiling more; they actu-
ally know that they’re in an environment where they can be themselves and play.”
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Appendix 1: Systems that Identify Homeless Children
A.  How Are Homeless Children Counted? 
1. Federal Definitions
Determining the extent of child homelessness is critical for planning programs and shaping policies. Depending on the def-
inition used, the numbers may vary considerably. Currently, there is a lack of consensus among government agencies about
the definition of homelessness. Such discrepancies challenge researchers and policy makers and may result in limited serv-
ices being available to homeless children. 
The most restrictive federal definition is the one used by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
HUD limits its definition of homelessness to people/households that lack a fixed, regular address and are living in shelters,
on the streets, or in public or private places that are not designated for regular sleeping accommodations. It excludes peo-
ple who have nowhere to go and might be “doubled-up” with others in temporary situations or staying in hotels/motels
because they lack other alternatives.
The HUD definition does not align with other federal definitions of homelessness, particularly those federal programs serv-
ing families and children. For example, the definition contained in the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento Homeless
Assistance Act includes children in motels and those who share housing temporarily because of loss of housing, economic
hardship, or similar reasons. Many families living in doubled-up situations often move repeatedly, sometimes on a daily or
weekly basis. These living situations are often overcrowded, unstable, and sometimes unsafe for children. The Violence
Against Women Act (January 2006); Head Start Act (December 2007); Child Nutrition Act (2004); Higher Education Act
(August 2008); and Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (December 2004) also use the “McKinney-Vento” definition
of homelessness and are therefore more responsive to the special needs of homeless children. 
Homeless assistance programs run by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), such as the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act, Health Care for the Homeless, and the Treatment for Homeless Programs have also adopted regula-
tions that define homelessness more broadly than the HUD definition. Similarly, the U.S. Department of Labor that over-
sees the Homeless Veterans Reintegration Program (HVRP) has adopted a broad definition of homelessness that reflects the
reality that some veterans live transiently and move frequently before becoming literally homeless. 
2. Definitions Used in this Report Card
This Report Card describes homeless children, birth to 18 years old, who are accompanied by one or more parent(s) or care-
givers. By definition, they comprise a homeless family. The counts and descriptions in the Report Card do not include unac-
companied children and youth (e.g., runaway, throwaway, or homeless youth). 
This Report Card uses the broader definition of homelessness as contained in the education subtitle of the McKinney-Vento
Act, Title X, Part C, of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and includes those who are living in motels and those who
share living situations temporarily because of loss of housing, economic hardship, or similar reasons. This definition more
accurately reflects the reality of family homelessness by defining “‘homeless children and youth’ as individuals who lack a
fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence.” The term includes children and youth who are:1
• Sharing the housing of other persons due to loss of housing, economic hardship, or a similar reason (sometimes
referred to as doubled-up);
• Living in motels, hotels, trailer parks, or camping grounds due to lack of alternative accommodations;
• Living in emergency or transitional shelters; 
• Abandoned in hospitals; 
• Awaiting foster care placement;
• Using a primary nighttime residence that is a public or private place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, a regular
sleeping accommodation for human beings;
• Living in cars, parks, public spaces, abandoned buildings, substandard housing, bus or train stations, or similar settings;
and
• Migratory children who qualify as homeless because they are living in circumstances described above.
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B. Systems that Identify Homeless Children 
1. McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act, Title X, Part C, of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 
The McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act requires that states ensure that homeless children have access to a free, appro-
priate public education and that school districts provide data to the federal government. The U.S. Department of Education
requires that all State Education Agencies and or Local Education Agencies (LEAs, more commonly referred to as school
districts) collect and submit information about the numbers of homeless children who were identified as homeless and enrolled
in all local school districts in the state over the course of an academic year.2 The Report Card is based on data collected dur-
ing the 2005-2006 school year. During that year, an estimated 77% of LEA’s submitted data. These LEA’s are of widely vary-
ing size, resources, and capacity. School-age children who were not identified as homeless or who were not enrolled in school
are not represented. For information on how children under age six were counted in the Report Card, please see Appendix
2: Methodology and Limitations.
The U.S. Department of Education data on homelessness are critical because public schools are the only universal institu-
tions existing in all communities that are legally responsible for identifying and serving homeless children. These data are
benchmarks as schools continue to improve their awareness, outreach, identification, and data collection efforts. However,
the McKinney-Vento education data have various limitations. For more information, see Appendix 2: Methodology and
Limitations.
2. HUD Data Systems
HUD collects prevalence data from homelessness agencies using two mechanisms: 1) Homeless Management Information
Systems (HMIS); and 2) Continuum of Care Point-in-Time counts. HUD’s Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR)
then documents and analyzes unduplicated HMIS data from a nationally representative sample of communities and supple-
ments these data with Continuum of Care Point-in-Time counts3. Each data system has various limitations. Because this
approach excludes many children and families who are homeless, it was not used in this Report Card. For more informa-
tion, see Appendix 2: Methodology and Limitations.
Homeless Management Information System (HMIS)
HUD requires homeless service programs to implement a Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) in order to
receive HUD McKinney-Vento funding. The HMIS is a web-based data collection system for homeless service providers to
record and store individual-level data on clients’ characteristics and service needs. It is intended to help federal, state, and
local stakeholders better understand the extent and nature of homelessness over time4. HMIS provides an unduplicated
count of people who are homeless; insight into patterns of service use; and a measure of effectiveness of homeless 
programs.5 Data are collected on men; women; families; children; and unaccompanied youth. A typical HMIS tracks demo-
graphics; basic needs; bed utilization; service use; and service gaps. HUD has developed and implemented national baseline
standards to ensure effective data collection, participation, privacy, and security.6
While the HMIS represents a significant advance in HUD data collection strategies, HMIS has limitations as a tool for count-
ing homeless people.7
1. HMIS data collection is governed by HUD’s definition of homelessness, which excludes people who are sharing 
housing with others due to economic hardship. It only accounts for people who are literally homeless (e.g., living in
shelters, transitional housing, cars, parks, streets, abandoned buildings, etc). 
2. Homeless service programs that operate without HUD McKinney-Vento funding would not be required to participate 
in HMIS. Thus, the data do not include individuals and families who access housing or service programs (e.g., food
pantries or mental health agencies) funded by other resources.
3. The HMIS data do not represent all of the sample communities. Consequently, the reported HMIS estimates have 
large confidence intervals or sampling errors.8
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Continuum of Care Data
HUD compiles information from individual Continuums of Care (CoC) on the number of persons in households with and
without children who are homeless and unsheltered, or sheltered in emergency shelters or transitional housing. This infor-
mation has been aggregated, so it is available by state. However, various limitations in using this data make it difficult to
develop state estimates of the number of homeless children.
1. These data come from a Point-in-Time (PIT) count and therefore do not tell us how many people are homeless in a
given year, but only those counted on a given night.
2. These data only include homeless individuals who are sheltered at programs that receive CoC funds or who voluntarily
participate in the CoC process.
3. These data only include people who meet HUD’s definition of homelessness. 
4. The data available by state do not separately enumerate the number of children. They only report the number of 
persons living in households with children.
5. Communities vary in how they conduct point-in-time counts. For example, some communities count people more than
once. Others provide estimates that include people who are doubled-up, contrary to guidance provided by HUD.9
1 Subtitle B of Title VII of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (Title X, Part C, of
the No Child Left Behind Act).
2 National Center for Homeless Education. (2007). Education for homeless children and
youth program, Title VII-B of the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act as amended
by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001: Analysis of 2005-2006 federal data collection
and three-year comparison.
3 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). (2007). The annual home-
less assessment report to Congress. Office of Community Planning and Development,
Washington, DC. Retrieved October 19, 2008, from
http://www.huduser.org/Publications/pdf/ahar.pdf
4 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (n.d.). About HMIS. Website.
Retrieved October 19, 2008, from
http://www.hmis.info/About.aspx?AspxAutoDetectCookieSupport=1
5 Abt Associates. (2006). Introduction to Homeless Management Information Systems
(HMIS). PowerPoint Presentation. Retrieved October 19, 2008, from
http://www.hmis.info/Resources/741/Introduction-to-HMIS.aspx
6 Abt Associates, 2006.
7 HUD, 2007; HUD. (2008). The third annual homelessness assessment report to
Congress. Office of Community Planning and Development. Washington, DC.
8 HUD, 2007.
9 HUD, 2007.
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Appendix 2: Methodology and Limitations 
1. Introduction 
Proxy Measures
As there are few data sets that specifically describe the numbers, characteristics, and needs of homeless children, the Report
Card uses some proxy measures. Identified proxies were based on the assumption that homeless children reside in house-
holds that are living in extreme poverty [33% - 50% of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL)]. U.S. Census data provide informa-
tion on the rates of extreme poverty across the country. To determine educational achievement in some states, the Report
Card uses the cohort of children enrolled in the National School Lunch Program, which serves children residing in house-
holds at up to 130% - 185% of the FPL. Thus, this proxy describes an upper limit on the educational achievement of home-
less children and is likely an overestimate. 
The Report Card assumes that the typical income of homeless families can be approximated by the maximum allotment for
a family of three of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP) benefits in each state. Until there are sound data sets that describe homeless children and families, proxy measures
allow us to make reasonable, conservative estimates. It is important to note that the actual situations of homeless children
and families are even bleaker than that of families who are housed, but living in extreme poverty. The instability and vulner-
ability experienced by families who are living in shelters, motels, in cars, on the streets, or doubled-up with families or friends
cannot be quantified using proxy estimates based on the FPL. 
Timeframes of Data Sources
The most recent, comprehensive data sets available were used as the major source of information for the Report Card. For
example, the McKinney-Vento Education data from 2005-2006 was the most complete data on identified homeless children
available at the time this report was developed. However, the National Survey of Children’s Health was last completed and
analyzed in 2003, so these data are slightly older. When possible, The Report Card uses data from 2007-2008, such as the
minimum wage and Fair Market Rent data. These were used to provide a current macro-economic context. 
The Report Card assumes that for most states, the sizable gap between homeless children’s resources and needs have not
changed dramatically in the last five years. If anything, the combination of natural disasters, the economic downturn, and
increasing foreclosure rates has worsened the situation. Thus, the use of data from different years and sources should not
have a significant impact on the reported results. 
Rural Homelessness
Despite the stereotype that homelessness is exclusively an urban issue, children in rural areas are some of the most hidden
among the homeless. A far distance from urban centers, rural conditions can help to obscure homelessness. Funding for
homeless assistance programs is less available in rural areas and further complicates limited access to services, transporta-
tion, and affordable housing.1 For many families, their first option is to move in with friends or relatives. This, in turn, results
in shared housing and overcrowding until ultimately they wear out their welcome. They then often find shelter in aban-
doned shacks, vehicles, campgrounds, or dilapidated structures on private land. Others trek to urban areas in search of jobs,
services, and personal supports from family or friends – often to begin the cycle again.2,3 Nonetheless, rural areas remain
home to an estimated 9% of homeless people.4 More sobering, the rate of homelessness in some rural areas may be greater
than ten times that of large cities.5 The lower visibility of rural homelessness suggests that this subgroup is not fully repre-
sented in the Report Card and may contribute to a significant undercount.
2. Extent of Homelessness and Demographics
A. Data Source 
McKinney-Vento Education Data Collection
The McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act, Title X, Part C, of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, requires that States
ensure that homeless children have access to a free, appropriate public education and that school districts provide data to
the federal government. The U.S. Department of Education requires that all State Education Agencies and/or Local
Education Agencies (LEAs, more commonly referred to as school districts) collect and submit information about the num-
bers of homeless children who were identified as homeless and enrolled in all local school districts in the State over the course
of an academic year.7 This is currently the only system that is comprehensively assessing the numbers of homeless children. 
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The McKinney-Vento education data collection system counts as homeless all children and youth whose primary nighttime
residence at the time of enrollment was a shelter, motel, temporary arrangement in the housing of others due to loss of
housing or economic hardship, or other situation that falls within the Act’s definition of “homeless.” For more information,
see Appendix 1: Systems that Identify Homeless Children.
B. Methodology Used in the Report Card
Extent of the Problem 
The Report Card uses 2005-2006 McKinney-Vento school data since this was the most recent data available at the time this
report was developed. These data report only children who are enrolled in school and do not include children under the
age of six. Based on previous research that estimated 42% of homeless children are under the age of six,8 the Report Card
estimated the number of homeless children ages 0-5 by calculating 42% of the McKinney-Vento school data for each state.
In addition, the Report Card does not include the numbers of homeless, unaccompanied children and youth. 
The individual state reports mention estimates of the number of unaccompanied homeless youth in each state, but these
numbers have not been added to the overall estimates described above. The number of unaccompanied youth of high school
age was calculated by using the McKinney-Vento enrollment data for grades K-8, and dividing the total by 8.5 (8.5 was used
because total kindergarten enrollments are typically one-half those of other primary grades).9 This provided an estimate of
the original cohort size for each grade because few children drop out of school while in grades K-8. We then multiplied the
primary school cohort estimate by the four grades, 9-12, to obtain a potential high school enrollment cohort. From this num-
ber, we then subtracted the McKinney-Vento enrollment numbers for homeless high school students. The remaining number
represents an estimate of the number of unaccompanied, homeless youth, who are no longer enrolled in high school.
Race/Ethnicity
McKinney-Vento school data do not provide information about race/ethnicity. Therefore, we used U.S. Census data for chil-
dren living in poverty (100% or below the Federal Poverty Level) as a proxy measure to estimate the ethnicity of children
who are homeless. This proxy indicates that a disproportionate number of children from racial/ethnic minority groups are
living in poverty. However, the HMIS data reported in HUD’s Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress (2008),10
which focuses on sheltered homeless people, indicate that only African-American and Native American families are dispro-
portionately represented among the ranks of the homeless.   
C. Limitations 
Extent of the Problem 
The McKinney-Vento school data have various limitations. While all school districts are required to identify homeless chil-
dren who are enrolled in local school districts, continued lack of awareness of homelessness and its definition among school
personnel leads to under-reporting in many school districts. There are 16,263 LEAs in the U.S., of which 12,550 (77%) sub-
mitted data for the 2005-2006 school year.11 Twenty-three percent of the LEAs did not submit data. These LEAs are of wide-
ly varying size and circumstances. Some school districts are more active in their identification efforts than others. In addi-
tion, lack of program capacity and funding affects the outreach and identification efforts of many school districts. Finally,
the U.S. Department of Education data collection requirements are relatively new; thus, not all schools report complete data
to their districts (LEAs) and not all LEAs report complete data to their states for transmission to the federal government.
The number of homeless children in 2005-2006 in Louisiana and possibly in Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, and Texas was
unusually high because of the 2005 hurricanes. The number of homeless children in the state of New York is thought by
staff at the New York State Education Department to be higher than reported, due to under-reporting by the New York City
Department of Education.12 Thus, it is likely that the numbers we are reporting are an undercount.  
Race/Ethnicity
The Report Card used U.S. Census data for children living in poverty as a proxy for children who are homeless. These data
are reported for children living in households at 100% of the FPL and below, while other Report Card data have been
reported or estimated for homeless children living in households at 33% - 50% of the FPL. While we know from other stud-
ies that African-American and Native American children are overrepresented among children who are homeless and living
in poverty, we were not able to create precise state-by-state estimates of the race/ethnicity of homeless children.
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3. Housing Costs and Income
A. Data Sources
In each state, housing costs are determined by HUD and reported as the Fair Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apart-
ment. FMR includes the cost of shelter and all utilities except telephones. FMR also determines the eligibility of rental hous-
ing units for the Section 8 Housing Assistance programs. 
The average wage for renters is provided by the National Low Income Housing Coalition’s Out of Reach 2007-2008 report on
housing affordability.13 It is the hourly wage that a typical or average renter is likely to earn.
The U.S. Department of Labor Employment Standards Administration provides data on minimum wage by state.14
B. Methodology Used In the Report Card
To determine the gap between housing costs and income, the Report Card compares the hourly wage needed to afford a
two-bedroom apartment at FMR in each state (sometimes called the “Housing Wage”) with the amount earned by workers
at minimum and average wages. The Housing Wage is calculated using the housing affordability standard that deems hous-
ing affordable if 30% of monthly income covers the cost.
In the absence of income data for families who are homeless and receiving public assistance, the Report Card uses a proxy
measure that sums a state’s maximum allotment for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly food
stamps)15 and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families16 (TANF) for a family of three. It then compares this amount to the
amount needed to rent a two-bedroom apartment at FMR. 
The Report Card then estimates the cost to house all homeless families in each state. The gap between estimated income
and FMR housing costs is used to estimate the additional annual cost to the state to house all that state’s homeless families.
Based on state budget data available from the National Governors Association, the Report Card includes an estimated per-
centage of the state budget that would need to be expended to end child homelessness. The Report Card formula used for
this calculation follows:
(Annual deficit* for a homeless family X Number of homeless families**)
State Expenditure Budget
*Deficit = Annual Estimated Income [TANF + SNAP] – Annual FMR; ** The estimate of homeless families used for this cal-
culation is one-half of the estimate of homeless children. Based on data from the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, we
assume that housing vouchers currently meet the need for only 1/4 of homeless families. The Report Card assumes that
each homeless family is comprised of two children, since the average birth rate for women in the U.S. is 2.1 children. Other
data sets describing the composition of homeless families show a similar rate.
C. Limitations 
The Report Card assumes that families who are homeless are supported mainly by public benefits (e.g., TANF and SNAP).
It is possible that some homeless families receive income from employment or other sources regardless of their housing sta-
tus. In these cases, the housing/income deficit per family may be smaller.
4. Food Security 
A. Data Source
Food security is defined as “assured access for every person to enough nutritious food to sustain an active and healthy life
including food availability (adequate food supply); food access (people can get to food); and appropriate food use (the
absorption of essential nutrients).”17 Food insecurity is defined as “having limited access to adequate food due to financial
and other resources.”18 In other words, families experiencing food insecurity do not know where their next meal is coming
from. The USDA further specifies a “very low food security category,” defined as households that experience food insecuri-
ty with hunger, and report “multiple indications of disrupted eating patterns and reduced food intake.”19
Each year, the USDA surveys 50,000 households to assess food security, using a supplement to the Current Population
Survey. If households are screened as being food secure, they are not asked specific questions about food security. If they
are screened as being food insecure, the full food security survey is administered.
A M E R I C A ’ S  Y O U N G E S T  O U T C A S T S  Appendix 2
The National Center on Family Homelessness| 174 |
B. Methodology Used in the Report Card
In 2005, the national average for very low food security (having experienced hunger) was 3.9%.20 These households are on
the very low end of the spectrum of food security, and hunger is a routine experience because the family lacks money for
food. The Report Card assumes that very low food security rates disproportionately affect those extremely poor families who
are more likely to experience homelessness. 
The extent of financial struggle and vulnerability to homelessness is reflected by the level of food insecurity. Families that
have food insecurity often eat meals that are inadequate or poorly balanced. Nutritional deficits can impact children’s phys-
ical and mental health, and academic performance – all factors that contribute to the ongoing cycle of poverty and home-
lessness.21
C. Limitations 
The annual Current Population Survey Food Security Supplement is conducted by sampling and screening residential
addresses. If families are residing in shelters, hotels/motels, or are doubled up with families or friends, they are not includ-
ed in the sampling frame. 
As noted above, the very low food security rates are reported as direct percentages, rather than adjusted to represent house-
holds and/or children who are homeless. It is likely that the actual rate of very low food security among the population of
homeless children is much higher than the overall rate of very low food security. 
A possible source of reporting bias is a household respondent’s willingness to disclose their level of food insecurity. In the
case of households that have children, it is possible that parents would not be willing to disclose food insecurity that might
affect their children for fear of stigma, embarrassment, or other consequences (e.g., fear of losing children to child welfare
systems). Examples of the survey domains asked of adult respondents include:
• Worry that food will run out before there is money to buy more
• Inability to afford the cost of a balanced meal
• Unable to afford enough food and remaining hungry
• Losing weight because they did not have enough money for food
• Unable to eat for a whole day because there was not enough money for food
5. Health 
A. Data Sources
The 2003 National Survey of Children’s Health (NSCH) 
The NSCH, sponsored by the Maternal and Child Health Bureau and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, was
conducted in either English or Spanish. It assessed children’s health across eight domains: demographics, physical and men-
tal health status, health insurance, health care utilization and access to health care, medical home (e.g., ongoing primary
care), family functioning, parents’ health, and neighborhood characteristics.22 A total of 102,353 surveys were collected, with
an average of 2,007 interviews completed per state. Telephone numbers were randomly sampled, [with one child under 18
years randomly selected as the interview subject]. The respondent was an adult in the household who had the most knowl-
edge about the child’s health. Over 95% of the time, the respondent was a child’s parent or guardian. 
The Federal Poverty Level (FPL)
The FPL is a term commonly used in lieu of the “Federal Poverty Thresholds” (U.S. Census Bureau) and the Federal Poverty
Guidelines [Department of Health and Human Services, (HHS)]. The U.S. Census Bureau is responsible for calculating
poverty thresholds each year, which are then used to determine the number of Americans living in poverty. HHS creates the
Guidelines as a simplified version of these thresholds and uses it for administrative purposes (e.g., eligibility for various fed-
eral programs).23
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B. Methodology Used In the Report Card
The NSCH assessed family income and receipt of SNAP, WIC, and free school lunch in order to assign respondents to an
income category based on the Federal Poverty Level. Since no questions were asked about residential status, we used a proxy
measure to represent the category of respondents that would most likely include families in extreme poverty who have expe-
rienced homelessness or would be at greatest risk of becoming homeless. Since the NSCH data include a subset of respon-
dents that fall at 0-100% of the FPL, the Report Card uses the mid-way point of this group as a conservative proxy for assess-
ing the health status of children who are homeless. 
The findings related to health are based on the following four questions from the NSCH:
1) How many children/youth (ages 0-17) currently have health conditions described as moderate or severe by their parents? 
2) How many children/youth (ages 0-17) experienced one or more asthma-related health issues during the past 12 months? 
3) When you have a serious disagreement with your household members, how often do you end up hitting or throwing
things? 
4) How many children/youth (ages 3-17) have moderate or severe difficulties in the areas of emotions, concentration,
behavior, or being able to get along with other people?
C. Limitations 
The 2003 National Survey of Children’s Health (NSCH) 
To enhance the representativeness of the NSCH sample, results were weighted to adjust for various potential biases. For
example, the survey results were adjusted to prevent bias related to the exclusion of households without telephones. Based
on evidence that households with no telephone service may be similar to households that have experienced service inter-
ruptions during the year, researchers used data from previous census and population surveys to identify the number of
households who experienced service interruption, and extrapolated the number of households without telephones in a
given area.24 Increased weight was assigned to households with interrupted telephone service to account for households
without telephones. While this adjustment may increase the representativeness of the sample for families who are housed,
but struggling financially to pay utilities, it does not consider families who may be living in shelters, cars, or on the streets,
or who are doubled-up. 
Federal Poverty Level
Many consider the current measure for the FPL inadequate, for the following reasons:25
• The FPL is based on research from the 1960’s that showed that families spent one-third of their income on food. As a
result, the FPL was set by multiplying food costs by three. This measure has not been updated to reflect the current costs
of food: an average family now spends only one-seventh of their income on food. In addition, other costs such as housing,
child care, health care, and transportation have become increasingly more expensive for families. 
• A family’s pre-tax cash income is assessed and compared to the poverty threshold for their family size. If a family’s income
is below the threshold, they are thought to be living in poverty. This measure does not take into account earnings lost to
income taxes; debt; hardships related to substandard housing; or financial assets.
• The U.S. Census Bureau uses a standard poverty threshold, which is updated for inflation each year. However, this thresh-
old does not vary by state and thus does not account for regional variations in cost of living. 
If new poverty thresholds were created to reflect current realities about a family’s expenses, adjusted for regional variations
in costs of living, and changed to include a realistic assessment of a family’s resources, it is estimated that millions more peo-
ple would be considered to be living in poverty by government standards. Analyses used in the Report Card conservatively
assumed that people who are homeless fall within 33% to 50% of the current FPL and below. Because of the lack of precise
data available, the Report Card sometimes uses higher proxies to estimate the characteristics and needs of homeless chil-
dren. However, since the FPL is an inadequate measure of poverty, one can assume that the estimates of homeless children
using the FPL as a proxy are also grossly underestimated. 
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6. Educational Achievement / Academic Proficiency
A. Data Sources
McKinney-Vento Academic Progress Data
The McKinney-Vento education data collection system counts children as homeless if their primary nighttime residence at
the time of enrollment was a shelter, motel, temporary arrangement living with others due to loss of housing or economic
hardship, or other situations that fall within the Act’s definition of “homeless.” A child is considered enrolled in school if he
or she is attending classes and participating fully in school activities. Currently, the U.S. Department of Education requires
only those school districts that receive McKinney-Vento subgrants to submit data on the numbers of homeless children who
took state assessments in the previous academic year and the number of homeless children who met or exceeded state pro-
ficiency in reading and math. States have some discretion in how they design assessments and proficiency standards. Thus,
scores between states are not always comparable. Academic progress for homeless children is reported for grades 3-8 and
for high school. 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is conducted periodically among students in grades 4, 8, and 12
to gauge the state, regional, and national academic performance in selected subjects. NAEP testing is also conducted to
determine long-term trends by assessing samples of students at ages 9, 13, or 17 years. Subjects assessed include mathemat-
ics, reading, science, writing, the arts, civics, economics, geography, and U.S. history.26
Each state uses the same tests each year allowing for a common metric across states and continuous documentation of stu-
dent progress. Participating students are assessed for “proficiency,” which is the target point for student achievement. It is
defined by the U.S. Department of Education as “…One of the three NAEP achievement levels representing solid academ-
ic performance for each grade assessed. Students reaching this level have demonstrated competency over challenging sub-
ject matter, including subject-matter knowledge, application of such knowledge to real-world situations, and analytical skills
appropriate to the subject matter.”27 For the purposes of the Report Card, we have used “proficiency” as the benchmark for
student performance. 
On the NAEP, students might have achieved a score of “Basic,” which denotes “partial mastery of prerequisite knowledge
and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade assessed.” Students might also score “Advanced,” which is
defined as superior performance.28 Students who do not achieve even partial mastery score “Below Basic.” Students who
score at the “Basic” level are considered not to have reached a satisfactory level, which could mean that these students are
not prepared for grade advancement or graduation. Therefore, “Basic” and “Below Basic” are not considered desirable
benchmarks for students who are already disadvantaged by factors other than educational achievement. An “Advanced”
score represents academic progress that is at a higher level than what is necessary for grade promotion or graduation. 
National assessments include a representative probability sample of schools and students, and also include a private school
sample of about 700 schools with up to 60 students per school selected.29 NAEP state assessments include mathematics, read-
ing, science, and writing, and include a representative state sample of schools and students. An average state sample includes
2,500 students across 100 public schools. Schools with similar characteristics such as physical location, extent of minority
enrollment, state-based achievement scores, and median income are stratified within each state to improve reliability.30
NAEP aims to assess as many randomly selected students as possible. NAEP identifies students who have disabilities or are
English language learners and may require special accommodations to participate.31
Although data are not reported for individual students, schools, or school districts, data are available for some sample sub-
sets. Of importance to the Report Card analysis is the subset of students identified as eligible for the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s National School Lunch Program (NSLP). Since students in households that are at 130% to 185% of the
Federal Poverty level (FPL) are eligible for the NSLP, it is assumed that students who are homeless (33% - 50% of the FPL
and below) are included in this subset. In the absence of NAEP proficiency data specifically about students who are home-
less or extremely limited data from the McKinney Vento educational assessments, data from the NSLP subset were used as a
proxy. 
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National School Lunch Program
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) requires schools to serve free breakfast and lunch to children whose house-
hold income is 130% or below the Federal Poverty Level (FPL). Children are automatically eligible for free meals if their
household participates in SNAP or the Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations. In most cases, if a household
receives Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), the child is eligible.32 Children who reside in households whose
income is between 130% and 185% of the FPL are eligible for reduced priced meals (up to $.40 for lunch, $.30 for break-
fast, and $.15 for a snack).33 Income includes salary, public assistance benefits, social security payments, pensions, and
unemployment compensation received by a household. Federal guidance from 2002 advises school nutrition officials to
work closely and cooperate with local education liaisons and state homeless coordinators to assist homeless students in accor-
dance with the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act. Under the 2004 reauthorization of the Child Nutrition Act, chil-
dren who meet the McKinney-Vento Act definition of homeless are categorically eligible for free school meals. Whereas most
children are required to submit an application to qualify for the school meals program, children who are identified as home-
less by the educational liaison or a homeless shelter director can be automatically enrolled.34
School meal program participation rates are tracked monthly and annually by state, district, and school. National-level data
provide a breakdown of free vs. reduced-price meal recipients, which offers some insight into the national percentage of
households at 130% vs. 185% of the poverty level.35 Participant-level characteristics have not been collected by the USDA
since 1991. However, the most recent data indicated that students who qualified for free or reduced-price meals tended to
be younger and were disproportionately Black, Hispanic, American Indian, or Alaskan Native.36 These data also showed that
most qualified students lived in the Southeast and Southwest. 
B. Methodology Used in the Report Card
It is difficult to ascertain a reliable comparison of state proficiency levels published with the McKinney-Vento educational
data because states develop their own assessments and gauge proficiency by their own standards. Since NAEP assessments
are uniform across states, they provide a common metric. NAEP has published correlations for most states between NAEP
proficiency assessments and the state assessments. In order to generate comparable proficiency rates, the state proficiency
scores for homeless children were converted into NAEP scores.
NAEP also collects data for identified subsets of students, including those eligible for the NSLP. Due to the limitations of
the McKinney-Vento educational data discussed in this Appendix, comprehensive information about homeless student par-
ticipation and proficiency in state assessments are not available in most states. In these states, the Report Card used the NSLP
subset of NAEP scores as a proxy to estimate proficiency rates for children who are living in extreme poverty; this includes
homeless children. The NSLP data are also reported as a comparison for states that collected data on homeless students.
C. Limitations 
McKinney-Vento Academic Progress Data
Currently, the U.S. Department of Education requires only those school districts receiving McKinney-Vento subgrants to sub-
mit data on the numbers of homeless children who took state assessments in the previous academic year, and the number
of homeless children who met or exceeded state proficiency in reading and math. Since only 5% of school districts receive
McKinney-Vento subgrants, the data do not represent all children experiencing homelessness. In addition, testing data
reflect a mere “snapshot” of those children who were in attendance on the day the test was administered. Since the overall
number of homeless children reported for the year is an annual number, it is not possible to compare the number of home-
less children taking the test to the overall number of students identified as homeless over the course of a year. 
In addition to these issues, other factors may impact whether or not homeless children were assessed. For example, high
mobility rates mean that homeless children may or may not have been in a certain school on testing day; these children may
also have been absent for other reasons related to homelessness. Finally, the federal data requirement for subgrant districts
is relatively new; this data element was first required by the U.S. Department of Education for the 2002-2003 school year.
Many school districts were unable to provide this information because data systems were not able to match a student’s sta-
tus as homeless with testing participation and/or proficiency rates. While some improvements have been made, school dis-
tricts continue to struggle with data issues related to tracking academic assessments of homeless students.
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National School Lunch Program (NSLP)
The NSLP sub-set of the NAEP proficiency data are assumed to include children who are homeless, because they would be
subsumed within the broader group of children who reside in households at 130-185% of the FPL and if they are reported
by McKinney-Vento school liaisons they are automatically enrolled. While this assumption provides an adequate proxy, the
lack of data sets specifically related to homeless children limit the precision of the academic proficiency measurement. In
addition, data from the school lunch program is likely to be an underestimate of proficiency. 
7. Graduation Rates & Education Opportunity Costs 
A. Data Sources
Graduation Rates 
Comparing graduation rates among all children across the U.S. is challenging because “federal regulations…allow states sub-
stantial flexibility over the specifics of graduation accountability.”37 The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) col-
lects enrollment and graduation rate data at the school and state level; however, these data are not disaggregated for stu-
dents who are homeless. 
Because of the lack of data available about the graduation rates of homeless children across the United States, the Report
Card considers relevant data about disadvantaged populations that are similar to homeless children. For example, the
Report Card uses data about male Black students in urban areas from Given Half a Chance: The Schott 50 State Report on Public
Education and Black Males and data about graduation rates of low-income families and other racial/ethnic groups as report-
ed by the National Center for Education Statistics.
The Report Card also considers proficiency data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), which can
be disaggregated based on selected demographic factors. For a discussion of NAEP data and achievement levels, see the
Academic Proficiency section of this Appendix.
Education Opportunity Costs
Levin and his colleagues conducted a cost/benefit analysis38 to better understand the cost burdens to society when its citi-
zens do not graduate from high school and/or do not continue on to college. This analysis first identifies five leading inter-
ventions that have been shown to improve high school graduation rates, and calculates their costs and effectiveness. The
analysis then identifies and sums common government expenditures spent on people who do not graduate high school,
such as involvement with public health care, criminal justice, and welfare systems. The costs of the school interventions are
compared with the costs to these government systems. The results suggest that net lifetime increased contributions to soci-
ety associated with high school graduation are about $127,000 per student, and that the difference in lifetime earnings
between those with a high school degree and those without is $200,000 per student. 
B. Report Card Methods
Graduation Rates
The Report Card uses three data sources to estimate the graduation rates of homeless children: 1) known graduation rates
among children who are poor; 2) known graduation rates among boys who are Black or Hispanic and reside in urban areas;
and 3) proficiency scores for children with characteristics similar to homeless children. The Report Card’s method for using
these factors is described below:
1) Many urban areas have graduation rates of 20% to 30% for male Black students as do many rural districts.39 The gradua-
tion rate for male Black students in New York City is approximately 25%. The graduation rate for male students (Black
and White) in Indianapolis, the country’s least successful school district, is 17%.40 Similarly, The Schott Foundation for
Public Education found that over half of Black males did not receive a diploma at the expected time during 2005-2006.41
Given that these numbers include students at all family income and education levels, we can assume that a group that is
further disadvantaged by income, mobility, or other factors affecting homeless children, would not be expected to have
a graduation rate higher than 25-30%. 
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2) In order to arrive at a national estimate of a graduation rate of 25% for homeless children, we assume that homeless chil-
dren are at the extreme end for outcomes of disadvantaged children. Such outcomes are typically below 45% nationally
and considerably lower in some cities and states. Research has shown that students from low-income families have an 11%
drop-out rate, as compared to 5% among middle-income, and 2% among high-income families.42 2008 data showed that
graduation rates were 80.6% for White students, compared to 61.8%, 61.4%, and 59.1% for American Indian/Alaska
Native, Hispanic, and Black students, respectively.43
3) Since states vary significantly on graduation requirements, we cannot assume that reading proficiency is a graduation
requirement. However, it is highly unlikely that a student who cannot read at grade level would be able to perform
required school tasks with sufficient knowledge and skills to pass required courses and graduate. 
Using NAEP, we can construct a model for students who are extremely disadvantaged and/or homeless. NAEP data can
be disaggregated based on National School Lunch Program (NSLP) eligibility; Race/Ethnicity; and Days Absent in
Previous Month. Using all three factors as filters, we can construct a sample of students that can serve as a model for those
who are extremely disadvantaged and/or homeless. Scores among this group show that the percentage of White, non-
Hispanic 8th grade students who were absent 5-10 days in the previous month, and NSLP-eligible, and proficient in read-
ing was approximately 7%. Only 5% of those who were absent more than 10 days were scored as proficient. Among Black
students who were NLSP-eligible and absent 5-10 days in the previous month, 5% were scored as proficient in reading,
while only 2% who were absent more than 10 days were scored as proficient. The percentages for Hispanic students were
3% (absent 5-10 days) and 0% (absent 10+ days). If we apply the same procedures to NAEP reading proficiency in grade
12, none of the students in this group – White, non-Hispanic; Black; or Hispanic – were scored as proficient in reading. 
Considering both graduation rates for extremely disadvantaged students and basic skills outcomes for similar students as
measured by NAEP, it would be most surprising if the graduation rate for homeless children were higher than 10%, and
could very well be 5% or below (based on reading proficiency assessments). Nonetheless, because of the lack of precision
allowed by the existing data, the Report Card has very conservatively estimated that the graduation rate for homeless chil-
dren is less than 25% nationally. The state-by-state estimates are often lower than 25%, where specific data allows more con-
fidence in lower numbers.
Economic Opportunity Costs
To illustrate the state-level economic consequences of not graduating from high school, the loss in lifetime contributions to
society is multiplied by the expected number of homeless children who will not graduate. The difference in lifetime earn-
ings between those with a high school degree and those without is also multiplied by this figure to arrive at an estimated loss
in lifetime earnings per state.
C. Limitations 
Graduation Rates
Compounding the challenges to measuring graduation rates for all high school students are the many limitations in the data
describing homeless students. (For a further discussion, see the following sections in this Appendix; Extent of the Problem
and Demographics: McKinney-Vento Data Collection; and Educational Achievement: McKinney-Vento Academic Progress
Data.) Proficiency assessments and graduation requirements are not standardized across states, which poses challenges to
generating and comparing graduation rates. In the absence of precise data about the graduation rates of homeless children,
proxy measures of reading proficiency (e.g., NSLP data) among various disadvantaged groups were used to estimate the
graduation rates of homeless children. Because the Report Card adopted a conservative estimate, the graduation rates of
homeless children are likely much lower than the estimated 25%.
Education Opportunity Costs
The data sources used by Levin and his colleagues to derive the cost burdens to society do not appear to include expendi-
tures related to housing and supportive services targeting people who are homeless.44 As a result, it is likely that the costs to
society for children who are homeless and do not graduate from high school are even higher than the cost reported. 
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8. Risk for Child Homelessness
A. Data Sources
The index of homelessness risk factors analyzes state characteristics that are associated with family homelessness. Family
homelessness is a reasonable proxy measure for child homelessness, because the Report Card’s estimates are based on chil-
dren who are members of homeless families. These estimates do not include unaccompanied youth, and these youth are
also not directly represented in the risk index.
Often when we think about predictors of homelessness, we focus on factors related to individual vulnerability, such as the
recent birth of a child or hospitalization for a mental health or substance abuse problem. However, individual factors only
tell us who is more likely to be affected by various structural factors that contribute to losing one’s home. Structural factors
describe the market forces creating homelessness, but do not indicate who might be most vulnerable to these forces.
Structural factors describe the “why” of homelessness, not the “who.” Therefore, we have designed this index to focus on the
structural determinants of family homelessness and have included indicators in four domains described below: poverty,
household structure, housing market factors, and generosity of benefits – all at the state level. The impact of unique
state/regional characteristics and events (e.g., natural disasters, local context) is not directly captured in the risk index.
Poverty is represented by a single variable - the rate of extreme poverty (the percentage of households with incomes at 50%
of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) or lower). Of all the state descriptors that we considered, extreme poverty was by far the
strongest predictor of family homelessness. 
The household structure domain is comprised of two variables: female-headed households and teen births. These two vari-
ables are included because they focus on families who are particularly vulnerable to an economic catastrophe. While most
female-headed households do not become homeless, these households are more vulnerable to events such as the loss of a
job or the serious illness of a child. Single mothers are often only one catastrophe away from homelessness since they are
solely responsible for wage earning, child care, and homemaking. For women with children and limited education and job
skills, the options for survival are low-paying service-sector jobs with inflexible hours and inadequate benefits, TANF, SNAP,
and long waitlists for affordable housing. Similarly, areas with high teen birth rates include many children with parents who
are lacking the education and incomes of older parents and are therefore more likely to become homeless. 
The housing market domain is critical since it represents the supply side of the equation: How much housing is available for
families at the low end of the economic ladder? Our two indicators are extreme housing need (defined by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as paying 50% or more of your income for rent or living in sub-
standard housing45) and housing foreclosures. Worst-case housing need is a strong predictor of family homelessness because
it includes the group that may be one unexpected expense away from eviction. Similarly, foreclosure rates are an indicator
of diminished housing stock. In many locales, foreclosures lead to the eviction of vulnerable tenants and are associated with
rising rates of homelessness. 
The final domain, generosity of benefits, describes the income side of the affordable housing equation. When rent far
exceeds income, people cannot afford to maintain their housing. For those with extremely low incomes, public benefits are
essential for keeping this equation balanced. This domain is made up of four variables: an indicator for the use of federal
child care vouchers, the ratio of the TANF benefit to a state’s Fair Market Rent, the rate of children who lack insurance, and
participation in SNAP. Each of these variables represents resources that help buffer the impact of poverty. Child care vouch-
ers are important because they enable people to work. SNAP helps cover the cost of food so that wages can be dedicated to
other essentials such as rent. Although children tend to have relatively low health care expenditures, without routine care a
small problem can become an emergency, leading to missed work and costly expenditures. Finally, the ratio of TANF bene-
fit to the Fair Market Rent is an indicator of whether public benefits are sufficient to pay rent.
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Risk Factors for Child Homelessness: Data Sources
B. Methodology Used In the Report Card
To construct the index, the variables within each of the four domains were ranked and then states were scored according to
their quintile (1 point for the top fifth of the states; and up to 5 points for the bottom fifth of the states). All the rankings
within each domain were then averaged to compute a single domain score between 1 and 5. All four domain scores were
then added together to create an overall score from 4 to 20. Scores were assigned based on quintile to help smooth out some
of the random variation in measurement. 
To select variables for each domain, we collected various state descriptors that are known to be associated with family home-
lessness. Many homelessness studies have focused on individual level variables so we extrapolated what these factors might
look like at the systemic level. We know, for example, that women raising young children without the support of a partner
or other family members are at higher risk for family homelessness. To capture this concept, we included indicators for fam-
ily structure rather than trying to aggregate variables such as family size or average age of children. However, it would be a
mistake to assume that individual models aggregate directly at city, county, or state levels. Instead, the dynamic and overall
picture is likely to be different at each level. 
Different data elements were available for different time frames. We collected as much data as possible and then used the
most recent data in the index. Years range from 2000 for worst case housing needs, up to 2007 for most other data elements.
Once a large set of covariates was identified, we used descriptive statistics to understand the variation across all 50 states. Any
predictor with low variation was eliminated because it was not likely to help identify state level differences. For the remain-
ing covariates, we calculated correlation statistics to determine which factors had a significant association with family home-
lessness. Factors with low correlation coefficients were carefully considered for theoretical importance. If a case could not
be made for a given covariate, it was eliminated. We also looked carefully at the correlation among covariates – when two or
more variables were highly correlated, we tended to keep the variable that was more highly associated with family homeless-
ness. 
Once quintile scores were assigned, total index scores were calculated by taking the average score within each of the key
domains mentioned above. The four domain scores were then added together to create an overall index score for each state.
Higher scores indicate the presence of more homelessness risk factors (max score = 20). 
C. Limitations 
A linear index has various limitations. First, there are data limitations. For some desired data elements, we could not find or
calculate state level estimates. We also could not find all of the data for a given year. With different years of data, it is diffi-
cult to determine which events are causes and which are outcomes. Second, our scoring strategy may not fully account for
the correlation among covariates. As a result, some factors, like poverty, may be weighted more heavily than other elements. 
While foreclosure rates are certainly indicators of housing availability and potential homelessness, these rates do not cap-
ture the precarious housing situations of families who are living on the streets, in shelters, or those who move from one dou-
bled-up situation to another. 
Variable Year Source
Extreme Poverty 2006
U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey 2007 Annual Social and Economic Supplement, Detailed Poverty Tables, Table
POV03 and POV05 at http://pubdb3.census.gov/macro/032007/pov/toc.htm 
Female Headed House-
holds
2000 PUMS Micro Data, 1% Sample, 2000 Census
Teen Birth Rate 2005 www.statehealthfacts.org/comparemaptable.jsp?cat=2&ind=37
Vacancy Rates 2005 www.census.gov/hhes/www/housing/hvs/annual05/ann05t3.html
Foreclosures 2007 www.swivel.com/data_sets/spreadsheet/1007143 from Realtytrac
Federal Child Care
Vouchers
2007 www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ccb/data/ccdf_data/07acf800_preliminary/list.htm
TANF 2005
NCFH: Copy of State Policy Worksheet
www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/welfare_employ/state_tanf/reports/wel_rules05/wel05_benefits.html 
Health Insurance 2005-07 www.census.gov/hhes/www/hlthins/liuc07.html
SNAP 2005 www.fns.usda.gov/oane/MENU/Published/SNAP/FILES/Participation/Reaching2005.pdf 
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9. State Policies 
Housing
A. Data Sources
For the Housing domain, we relied on three primary data sources: 
1. HUD’s 2007 Continuum of Care Homeless Assistance Programs Housing Inventory data were used to report the number of emer-
gency shelter, transitional, and permanent supportive housing units in each state and nationally. 
2. Section 8 and Public Housing Waiting List information was generated using the National Low Income Housing Coalition’s
(NLIHC) Research Note #04-03 and its accompanying data. In this publication, experts from the NLIHC analyzed waiting
list data from a sample of Public Housing Agency (PHA) annual plans submitted to the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development. We also used raw data provided by the NLIHC. The raw data set includes more than 100 variables relat-
ed to both Section 8 and public housing. These variables include: waiting list policies (e.g., are waiting lists closed? are they
combined for Section 8 and public housing?); income of those on the waiting lists (low-income, very low-income, and
extremely low-income); size of public housing units; and which subgroups are given priority (if any) on wait lists for both
programs.
3. Housing Trust Fund data came from the Center for Community Change’s Housing Trust Fund Project. Established in 1986,
the project operates as a clearinghouse of information on housing trust funds throughout the country and provides techni-
cal assistance to organizations and agencies working to create or implement these funds. More information is available on
the Center’s website: www.communitychange.org. 
B. Methodology Used in the Report Card
Based on the sources described above, we reported the number of emergency shelter, transitional housing, and permanent
supportive housing units in each state. In the brief state reports, we summed these numbers to determine total units in the
state. 
For the Section 8 and public housing waiting list data, we examined the raw data set and reported on the variables that were
most salient to this Report Card. They were:
• The percent of extremely low-income families on Section 8 waiting lists.
• The percent of extremely low-income families on public housing waiting lists.
• Whether or not priority was given to those fleeing domestic violence.
• Whether or not priority was given to those experiencing homelessness.
Out of all the data available, these four variables best represent the experiences of families experiencing or at risk of home-
lessness. 
Housing Trust Fund data were reported for each state based on the information available from the Center for Community
Change. 
C. Limitations 
HUD’s 2007 Continuum of Care data are the most complete data set available nationally, but do not include units that are not
a part of the continuum of care. For example, if a local community group runs an emergency shelter, but is not part of the
continuum of care, it is not reported in this data set.
Section 8 and public housing waiting list data have various limitations. For the variables we chose (listed above), data are
only available for 32 states. Although Public Housing Authorities (PHAs) are required to submit a plan annually, many have
not done so or have not reported data recently. For some states, the data are from 2000. Additionally, the data set does not
specifically identify homeless families with children who are on waiting lists. We report findings for families, with extremely
low-incomes. However, this information does not specify whether a family has children. In considering priorities for Section
8 and public housing waiting lists, it also important to note that because a family is placed in a “priority” category does not
mean that they will be placed in housing soon. For many programs, the waiting lists are counted in years rather than days,
weeks, or months. 
A M E R I C A ’ S  Y O U N G E S T  O U T C A S T S  Appendix 2
The National Center on Family Homelessness www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org | 183 |
The housing trust fund data do not include information on local housing trust funds, such as those at the county or city
level. Additionally, in the current economic climate, state housing trust funds are likely to experience financial difficulty
since they are often based on real estate transfer taxes. Despite these limitations, state housing trust funds remain an impor-
tant part of creating and maintaining an affordable housing stock. 
Income
A. Data Sources
For the Income domain, we relied on the following data sources: 
For each state, the National Low-Income Housing Coalition’s Out of Reach Report provided information on the average Fair
Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment, the average wage for renters, and the average hourly wage needed to
afford a two-bedroom apartment at FMR.
The minimum wage for each state is available through the U.S. Department of Labor. 
The maximum monthly TANF benefit is provided by the Administration for Children and Families. 
Data on the State Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC)come from the State Online EITC Resource Center, which is operated
by The Hatcher Group. The Hatcher Group is a public affairs and communications firm that works with media, nonprofits,
and other organizations on issues related to global poverty, tax and social policy, low-income families, youth at risk, educa-
tion and early learning, community development and international health, hunger, and human rights.
Child care data come from three sources. The average cost of center-based child care for a four-year old is from the
Children’s Defense Fund’s Children in the States, a seminal report released annually that provides a wide range of data on
child well-being. Data on reasons for using a child care voucher come from the Child Care Bureau of the Administration for
Children and Families, an agency of the US Department of Health and Human Services. The Bureau’s most recent report
to Congress is from FY 04-05 and includes information on Child Care and Development Funds (CCDF) as reported in state
plans, expenditure reports, administrative data reports, and research. We also indicate whether or not a state prioritizes
homeless families in distributing their child care vouchers. This latter information comes from a personal communication
between Brad Kramer, Director of Policy at Horizons for Homeless Children, and Katie Volk, Director of Training at the
National Center on Family Homelessness. Horizons for Homeless Children, located in Massachusetts, specializes in provid-
ing child care to children who are homeless. They have successfully advocated for various changes to state-level child care pol-
icy that impacts homeless families. Mr. Kramer has particular expertise in child care policy as it relates to homeless families. 
B. Methodology Used in the Report Card
Information about the income of a family experiencing homelessness often comes from a patchwork of sources. In this sec-
tion, we reported on multiple ways that families might earn income and/or receive income support.
To understand the gap between income and housing, we examined three income options: minimum wage, maximum
monthly TANF benefit, and average wage for renters. 
• The minimum wage is the wage most parents who are homeless are likely to earn given their limited educational back-
grounds. We compared this wage to the housing wage (generated by the National Low Income Housing Coalition
described above) through a simple calculation:
(Minimum wage/Housing wage) x 100 = % earned out of what is needed to afford a two-bedroom apartment at FMR in a given state. 
For example, if the minimum wage is $5.00 and the housing wage is $10, then a worker is only earning half of what he/she
needs to cover his/her rent each month. We chose to use the FMR for a two-bedroom apartment based on the assumption
that it is the smallest and therefore least expensive housing option that would be viable for a family experiencing homeless-
ness.
• Since some families who are homeless are not working but receiving public benefits, we calculated a similar number based
on the maximum monthly TANF benefit:
FMR for a two-bedroom/Maximum monthly TANF benefit = % of income that would be needed to cover FMR.
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For example, if a family’s maximum monthly benefit is $500 and FMR rent for a two-bedroom apartment is $1000, then they
would have to spend 200% of their income just on housing costs alone. We chose to use the maximum monthly TANF ben-
efit rather than the average because it best illustrates the challenges facing homeless families. 
• We also report the average wage for renters and its relationship to housing affordability, since this represents the highest
income that a family experiencing homelessness is likely to earn. 
The State Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) may contribute to a family’s income. We report this information for each state,
also indicating whether or not it is refundable. A refundable EITC is most helpful to poor families. 
Since child care is a large expense and often a significant barrier to employment for homeless families, we included infor-
mation on the cost of child care. We also included information on how families use child care vouchers and whether or not
states give priority to homeless families in distributing these vouchers. 
C. Limitations 
Data on minimum wage, TANF benefits, and average wage for renters represent our best estimate of what a homeless fami-
ly might earn. No data are available describing the income of homeless families. 
State Earned Income Tax Credits, while important, do not provide families with on-going income support. Rather, families
are more likely to receive one lump sum. The amount varies by state and may not be enough to make a substantial differ-
ence in the family’s economic situation. Furthermore, although the State EITCs do lift families out of poverty, it is impor-
tant to factor in how the Federal Poverty Level is calculated. For more information, see the discussion of the Federal Poverty
Level earlier in this Appendix. 
Reported child care data are not comprehensive. We include average cost for a four-year old, but we recognize that infant
care is even more expensive. After-school care is also expensive. For many families who are homeless and seeking employ-
ment, the jobs they are offered are “second shift” jobs during which child care is often inaccessible. 
Food Security
A. Data Sources
The data on the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly called food stamps) and school breakfast pro-
gram participation come from the Food Research and Action Center’s State of the States 2007, which is published annually. 
B. Methodology Used in the Report Card
We reported SNAP enrollment and participation of schools in the school breakfast program because both programs
enhance homeless children’s chances for reliable, nutritious meals. Although both are federally funded programs, states are
largely responsible for implementation and can access federal dollars when children are enrolled. 
C. Limitations 
SNAP enrollment data and school breakfast participation do not exclusively include homeless children. The data describe
low-income children participating in the program or, in the case of the school breakfast program, schools that participate. 
Another limitation is the absence of data on the Supplemental Women, Infants and Children Nutrition program, common-
ly called WIC. Based on our extensive research, no WIC data are available that would help us understand how homeless
women and their young children use this program. The only data that are available by state are the raw number of families
receiving WIC. To understand the extent and impact of this program, the percentage of eligible families enrolled would
have been more useful. Because these data are not available, we omitted WIC data from the state-level reports.
Health
A. Data Sources
We relied on the Kaiser Family Foundation’s Kaiser Commission on Medicaid and the Uninsured for all of the health vari-
ables in the health policy section of the state reports. These data are based on the Commission’s State Health Facts, which
are based on an analysis of the Census Bureau’s March 2007 and 2008 Current Population Surveys. For more information,
visit www.statehealthfacts.org/about.jsp. 
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B. Methodology Used in the Report Card
We reported on the following three variables for each state: 1. The percentage of children who are uninsured; 2. The per-
centage of the state’s Medicaid budget spent on children; and 3. The income eligibility percentages for Medicaid for chil-
dren of various ages.
C. Limitations 
The data reported are not specifically for children who are homeless, although it is highly likely that homeless children are
included in these data sets. In addition, the health policy section of this Report Card does not address access to physical,
mental, and dental health providers – all of which are critical to the health and well-being of homeless children. Despite our
best efforts, we could not identify state-by-state data sets that describe access to health care. 
Education
A. Data Sources
Data on education of homeless children comes from several sources:
• The report submitted by each state to the U.S. Department of Education under the Consolidated State Performance Report:
Parts I and II for State Formula Grant Programs was used for each state for school year 2006-2007. Part II of this report includes
information on state activities and outcomes of specific programs of the US Department of Education, including informa-
tion on barriers to educating homeless children and youth.
• The U.S. Department of Education’s FY 2001-2009 state budget tables by program was used to ascertain the federal dollars
allocated to each state for homeless education.
• Unpublished survey data from the National Association for the Education of Homeless Children and Youth (NAEHCY) to
the State Education Coordinators provided information on state-level funding for educating children and youth experi-
encing homelessness.
B. Methodology Used in the Report Card
For each state, we report the barriers faced by schools in enrolling students who are homeless. Using state-level data, we also
calculated a national average of barriers faced by schools. 
To help understand the resources of school districts, we calculated the per homeless child dollar amount based on the state’s
federal allocation for this program. The calculation involved dividing the total dollar amount (as reported in the state budg-
et tables mentioned above) by the total number of homeless school-age children. We also reported state-level funding allo-
cated to school districts for education of homeless students using the NAEHCY survey. Responses were compiled by Barbara
Duffield, Policy Director at NAEHCY, and shared with NCFH staff for inclusion in the Report Card.
C. Limitations 
McKinney-Vento data on barriers are only reported by a small proportion of school districts that received subgrants; an even
smaller proportion of those subgrantees reported information on barriers. However, this is the best available information
on barriers facing homeless children enrolling in school.
To calculate the per-homeless-child federal funding provided to each state, we used the identified number of homeless chil-
dren, which is very likely an undercount. For discussion of this issue, see Appendices 1 and 2.
10. State Planning
A. Data Sources
State-level reports were used to understand the planning efforts in each state. These sources are cited in the endnotes of the
planning section for each state and include 10-year planning documents, state interagency council on homelessness reports,
and other relevant documents. In addition, information gathered by the National Alliance to End Homelessness and the
U.S. Interagency Council on Homelessness (USICH) was used to identify state-level efforts. The 2008 report from the Annie
E. Casey Foundation entitled Seizing the Moment: State Governments and the New Commitment to Reduce Poverty in America was used
to identify state-wide poverty initiatives in fourteen states.
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B. Methodology Used in the Report Card
For each state, we systematically reviewed 10-year planning efforts and state interagency councils on homelessness. In addi-
tion to using information collected by the USICH and National Alliance to End Homelessness, we conducted internet
searches using key search terms such as the state name plus “interagency council,” “homeless,” “homelessness,” “ten-year
plan,” etc. For nearly all states, these efforts produced the documents we were seeking. If the information was unclear or
out of date, we contacted interagency council representatives or other key informants such as executive directors or state
agency offices of homeless services to ensure that we had the most accurate information.
We read all current 10-year plans, state reports on homelessness, policy academy documents, and interagency council
reports for each state. We documented any mention of children and families and state interagency efforts. Once this process
was complete for all 50 states, we classified each state’s planning efforts in the following categories: 
• Extensive Planning indicates that the state has an active Interagency Council on Homelessness, and has created a compre-
hensive ten-year plan to end homelessness that includes a focus on children and families.
• Moderate Planning indicates that the state has an Interagency Council on Homelessness, and has created a ten-year plan to
end homelessness that includes some mention of children and families.
• Early Stages of Planning indicates that the state has recently established an Interagency Council on Homelessness, and there-
fore has not created a ten-year plan to end homelessness. 
• Inadequate Planning indicates a state has not created an Interagency Council on Homelessness, has an Interagency Council
on Homelessness that has made little progress in planning, or has drafted a plan that has not been adopted by any agency
or is inactive for other reasons. It also indicates that the state’s 10-year plan, if they have one, does not mention children
or families. 
We also reported how the state defined homelessness. However, the state definition was not evaluated or considered in the
classification of state planning efforts. The Seizing the Moment report provided further information on statewide child
poverty initiatives for fourteen states and was included in those states’ reports. This information was not considered when
classifying states according to the matrix described above.  
C. Limitations 
Our examination of planning efforts was limited to written materials produced by states on their 10-year planning and inter-
agency work. We did not conduct key informant interviews. In addition, our focus was on planning initiated by state agen-
cies, state legislatures, and/or the governor’s office. It does not include the important work being done by community-based
organizations around the country, unless these organizations were also involved in state-initiated 10-year planning or inter-
agency efforts.
11. Overall Score
A. Data Sources
This Report Card captures the complexity of child homelessness. Although each state has been assigned an overall rank, this
single number represents multiple domains, each with multiple dimensions. Each state was scored and ranked based on four
domains. Selected sub-domains also received individual scores and ranks which contributed to the overall score.
Descriptions of the data sources and methodology for each of these domains is included earlier in this Appendix, and select-
ed sub-domain scores are included in Appendix 4.
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B. Methodology Used In the Report Card
To arrive at the overall score, states were ranked on:
1) Extent of Child Homelessness. The percent of homeless children out of all children in the state was used as the measure
for this ranking.
2) Child Well-Being. This score was based on hunger, health, and education indicators. Hunger included those with very low
food security. Health variables included overall health; asthma; dental health; and emotional disturbance among home-
less children. Education variables included NAEP academic proficiency in reading and in math for elementary and high
school students who are homeless (see discussion of NSLP above). 
3) Risk of Child Homelessness. The risk index included variables across four domains: benefits generosity; housing market
factors; household structure; and extreme poverty rates. The four domains were combined to create a single risk score.
4) State Policy and Planning Efforts. States were assigned ranks based on the adequacy of their policies related to health and
food security, and the development and implementation of state plans to end homelessness that include children and
families.
State scores on extent of child homelessness, child well-being, risk, state policy and planning were then summed. Summary
scores were ranked, with one being the best and 50 being the worst. In case of a tie in any of the rankings, the percentage
of homeless children was used to break the tie. States with a higher percentage of homeless children received a higher rank.
In one case, two states had the same percentage of homeless children. In that case, we used the raw number of homeless
children to break the tie. The state with the smaller number received the better rank.
C. Limitations 
The limitations of individual data sources have been discussed earlier in this Appendix. 
The use of a scoring mechanism based on the selected variables may provide a limited picture of a state’s extent of child
homelessness, its causes, and the state’s policy and planning response. To more fully understand individual and composite
rankings in selected states, the Report Card team consulted with various local, state, and national stakeholders. Readers are
encouraged to visit the Campaign website (www.HomelessChildrenAmerica.org) to share their opinions about the state scores
and the problem of child homelessness in their states. This information will be aggregated with interview data to further
inform statewide advocacy and technical assistance strategies. 
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Appendix 3: Review of Selected Report Cards
We examined other “report card” projects as we developed America’s Youngest Outcasts: State Report Card on Child Homelessness.
This survey provided a perspective on how similar projects have presented grades or ranking of the states, helping us to
determine the best approach for providing this information in the Report Card. This Appendix summarizes the various
approaches to “report card” projects and provides examples of selected publications.
Some report card-style publications rank the states 1 through 50. An index or score is assigned to states using a pre-deter-
mined formula. The states are then listed in numerical order based on this score. One example of this style is the Brady
Campaign to End Gun Violence.1 Each state is provided a scorecard in addition to its ranking, with yes/no answers to such
questions as “are there limitations on assault weapons?” and “must locking devices be sold with guns?” The Brady Campaign
also makes its numerical scorecard available, showing specifically how it arrived at a state’s score. Another similar report card
was designed by the Institute for Innovation in Social Policy’s The Social Health of the States 2008 Report.2 A “social health score”
is calculated based on a variety of factors, and the states are then ranked based on that score. Each grouping of ten states is
also given a label based on its rank. For instance, states ranked 1 to 10 receive a label of “excellent performance,” 11 to 20
“above average performance,” etc. Finally, each state receives a grade on individual indicators, again based on the state’s
rank. For example, Minnesota receives an “A” for ranking in the top 10 on the child poverty indicator, but a “C” on teenage
suicide for ranking from 21 and 30.
Another approach to report card-style projects assigns states an overall letter grade rather than a 1 through 50 ranking.
Although a numerical score or index may be used to assign the letter grade, the letter grade is the focus of the report. An
example of this approach is the Pew Center on the States Grading the States report.3 A letter grade is assigned to each state
based on overall government performance. Further letter grades are assigned within the subtopics of “Money” (financial
resources), “People” (how well the state manages its employees), “Infrastructure,” and “Information” (use of technology).
Finally, within each sub-topic labels such as “Strength,” “Mid-Level,” and “Weakness” are provided. The “Money” category,
for instance, uses these additional ratings for such factors as Budget Process, Long-Term Outlook, and Financial Controls.
The letter grade approach is also used by the American College of Emergency Physicians National Report Card on the State of
Emergency Medicine.4 This report assigns an overall letter grade to each state, followed by grades on topics such as “Access,”
“Quality/Patient Safety,” “Public Health/Safety,” and “Medical Liability.” The strengths and challenges of each state are then
described in text, providing further detail and an explanation of the grade.  
Some reports use a mix of the “rank” and “grade” systems, such as the University of Baltimore Obesity Report Card.5 The key
graphic of this report is a map of the United States. Each state is color-coded with a letter grade on its efforts to control obe-
sity. Within the state is a number, from 1 through 50, indicating its rank on prevalence of obesity (1 indicating highest preva-
lence and 50 lowest prevalence). This system displays two indicators simultaneously-- a ranking on the state’s prevalence of
the problem and a letter grade on response to the issue. The Cato Institute’s Implementing Welfare Reform: A State Report Card6
also uses the mixed rank and grade system. Unlike the Obesity Report Card, however, the grade and rank display the same
information. Each state is ranked 1 through 50 based on its overall welfare reform implementation score which is based on
numerous factors. The same score is then used to generate a letter grade for the state.
Finally, some report cards do not assign an overall rank, score, or grade at all, reporting a score or grade only for subtopics.
The U.S. Chamber of Commerce educational effectiveness report card Leaders and Laggards uses this approach.7 No overall
grade or score is assigned. Rather, letter grades are given for such sub-topics as “Academic Achievement,” “Academic
Achievement of Low-Income and Minority Students,” “Return on Investment,” “Rigor of Standards,” etc. The American
Lung Association’s State of Tobacco Control 2007 report also does not assign an overall grade or score to states.8 Individual
grades are given in such areas as “Tobacco Prevention and Control Spending,” “Smokefree Air,” “Cigarette Tax,” and “Youth
Access.” Additional detail is provided under each topic. Under Cigarette Tax, for example, the tax on a pack of cigarettes is
listed. Tobacco control laws are described with brief indicators such as “ban” or “restriction” (such as “government work-
place: ban” or “restaurants: restricts”). 
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This summary is not intended to be inclusive of all recently published “report card” projects. Rather, it provides an overview
and examples of the major approaches to depicting information like that used in the Report Card. Some report card proj-
ects rank states 1 through 50 on a score or index, while others assign a letter grade to each state. Others use a mix of the
two systems. In all cases, additional information is usually provided in the form of scores or grades for sub-topics. Finally,
other report cards dispense with an overall assessment entirely. Such publications assign grades or scores only for sub-topics
and do not rank states.  
Based on this review and the limitations of the data sets used for the Report Card on homeless children, we decided to rank
the states numerically and not grade the state or comment on how well each state is doing. Rather we decided to provide as
much descriptive information as possible and then invite the field to embellish the information presented in the Report.
Card.  
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Appendix 4: Ranks
Overall Rank (1=Best, 50=Worst)
State Score
Connecticut 1
New Hampshire 2
Hawaii 3
Rhode Island 4
North Dakota 5
Minnesota 6
Wisconsin 7
Massachusetts 8
Maine 9
Vermont 10
Iowa 11
South Dakota 12
Illinois 13
Pennsylvania 14
West Virginia 15
New Jersey 16
Virginia 17
Maryland 18
Delaware 19
Ohio 20
Wyoming 21
Alaska 22
Idaho 23
Tennessee 24
Washington 25
Oregon 26
Missouri 27
Kansas 28
Michigan 29
Indiana 30
Oklahoma 31
Alabama 32
Montana 33
Nebraska 34
Colorado 35
Arizona 36
Utah 37
New York 38
South Carolina 39
California 40
Mississippi 41
Kentucky 42
Florida 43
North Carolina 44
Nevada 45
Louisiana 46
New Mexico 47
Arkansas 48
Georgia 49
Texas 50
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Domain: Extent of Child Homelessness – Sub-Scores (1=Best, 50=Worst)
Extent of Child Homelessness:
Rank Based on % of Homeless Children 
State Score
Rhode Island 1
New Jersey 2
Connecticut 3
Hawaii 4
New Hampshire 5
Oklahoma 6
Maine 7
Ohio 8
Kansas 9
South Dakota 10
North Dakota 11
Indiana 12
Idaho 13
North Carolina 14
Vermont 15
Wisconsin 16
Michigan 17
Maryland 18
Illinois 19
Wyoming 20
Minnesota 21
New York 22
Nebraska 23
Virginia 24
South Carolina 25
Tennessee 26
Massachusetts 27
West Virginia 28
Florida 29
Delaware 30
Iowa 31
Mississippi 32
Montana 33
Pennsylvania 34
Washington 35
Nevada 36
New Mexico 37
Colorado 38
Alabama 39
Arizona 40
Missouri 41
Utah 42
Georgia 43
Oregon 44
Arkansas 45
Kentucky 46
Alaska 47
California 48
Texas 49
Louisiana 50
Extent of Child Homelessness:
Rank Based on Number of Homeless Children 
State Score
Rhode Island 1
Wyoming 2
Vermont 3
North Dakota 4
South Dakota 5
Hawaii 6
New Hampshire 7
Maine 8
Delaware 9
Idaho 10
Montana 11
Connecticut 12
Nebraska 13
West Virginia 14
Kansas 15
Alaska 16
Oklahoma 17
New Jersey 18
New Mexico 19
Iowa 20
Nevada 21
South Carolina 22
Mississippi 23
Wisconsin 24
Minnesota 25
Maryland 26
Indiana 27
Tennessee 28
Utah 29
Massachusetts 30
Virginia 31
North Carolina 32
Arkansas 33
Ohio 34
Colorado 35
Alabama 36
Oregon 37
Michigan 38
Washington 39
Kentucky 40
Missouri 41
Illinois 42
Arizona 43
Pennsylvania 44
New York 45
Florida 46
Georgia 47
Louisiana 48
California 49
Texas 50
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Domain: Child Well-Being – Sub Scores  (1=Best, 50=Worst)
Rank Based on Composite Health Score (includes general health,
asthma, dental health, and emotional disturbance) 
Rank Based on Food Security
State Score
Alaska 1
Arizona 2
Oregon 3
Hawaii 4
Rhode Island 5
Tennessee 6
Missouri 7
Connecticut 8
Iowa 9
New Mexico 10
North Dakota 11
New Hampshire 12
Oklahoma 13
Pennsylvania 14
Kentucky 15
Illinois 16
Kansas 17
Virginia 18
Vermont 19
Washington 20
Nevada 21
Colorado 22
West Virginia 23
Georgia 24
Mississippi 25
Alabama 26
Wyoming 27
North Carolina 28
Idaho 29
South Carolina 30
California 31
Minnesota 32
Delaware 33
Michigan 34
Louisiana 35
Ohio 36
Massachusetts 37
Arkansas 38
Indiana 39
New Jersey 40
Maine 41
Texas 42
Utah 43
New York 44
Maryland 45
Montana 46
Nebraska 47
South Dakota 48
Wisconsin 49
Florida 50
State Score
Delaware 1
North Dakota 2
New Hampshire 3
Connecticut 4
New Jersey 5
Virginia 6
Wisconsin 7
Hawaii 8
Pennsylvania 9
Nevada 10
West Virginia 11
Massachusetts 12
Minnesota 13
New York 14
Illinois 15
South Dakota 16
Alabama 17
Iowa 18
Florida 19
Louisiana 20
California 21
Maryland 22
Idaho 23
Arizona 24
Ohio 25
Oregon 26
Colorado 27
Washington 28
Vermont 29
Missouri 30
Nebraska 31
Wyoming 32
Michigan 33
Indiana 34
Rhode Island 35
Kentucky 36
Tennessee 37
Mississippi 38
North Carolina 39
Montana 40
Kansas 41
Maine 42
Oklahoma 43
Alaska 44
Utah 45
Texas 46
Georgia 47
Arkansas 48
New Mexico 49
South Carolina 50
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Domain: Child Well-Being Sub Scores  (1=Best, 50=Worst) Domain: Risk for Child Homelessness
(1=Best, 50=Worst)Rank Based on Average of Reading and Math
Proficiencies (Elementary and High School) Risk for Child Homelessness Rank
State Score
Oklahoma 1
Mississippi 2
Oregon 3
Missouri 4
Arizona 5
Pennsylvania 6
Connecticut 7
Rhode Island 8
South Carolina 9
Colorado 10
South Dakota 11
Tennessee 12
California 13
Ohio 14
Montana 15
Louisiana 16
Texas 17
Massachusetts 18
Maryland 19
New Jersey 20
Arkansas 21
Utah 22
New Mexico 23
Florida 24
Hawaii 25
Nebraska 26
Vermont 27
Alabama 28
Kentucky 29
Idaho 30
Michigan 31
Georgia 32
Illinois 33
Virginia 34
Indiana 35
Alaska 36
Minnesota 37
Washington 38
Wisconsin 39
West Virginia 40
Maine 41
New York 42
North Dakota 43
Nevada 44
Wyoming 45
Iowa 46
Delaware 47
New Hampshire 48
Kansas 49
North Carolina 50
State Rank 
Minnesota 1
New Hampshire 2
North Dakota 3
Iowa 4
Vermont 5
Wyoming 6
Alaska 7
Wisconsin 8
Utah 9
Hawaii 10
Maine 11
Nebraska 12
Kansas 13
Montana 14
Idaho 15
South Dakota 16
Connecticut 17
Massachusetts 18
Delaware 19
Virginia 20
Maryland 21
New Jersey 22
Washington 23
West Virginia 24
Rhode Island 25
Oregon 26
Pennsylvania 27
California 28
Indiana 29
Missouri 30
New York 31
Colorado 32
Illinois 33
Alabama 34
Kentucky 35
Michigan 36
Florida 37
South Carolina 38
Mississippi 39
Nevada 40
North Carolina 41
Ohio 42
Arkansas 43
New Mexico 44
Arizona 45
Tennessee 46
Oklahoma 47
Georgia 48
Louisiana 49
Texas 50
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Domain: State Policy & Planning Efforts
(Extensive - Moderate - Early Stages – Inadequate)
State Score
Alabama Inadequate 
Alaska Moderate
Arizona Moderate
Arkansas Inadequate
California Inadequate
Colorado Early Stages
Connecticut Moderate
Delaware Inadequate 
Florida Moderate
Georgia Inadequate 
Hawaii Inadequate
Idaho Inadequate 
Illinois Moderate
Indiana Inadequate 
Iowa Inadequate 
Kansas Inadequate 
Kentucky Moderate
Louisiana Moderate
Maine Extensive
Maryland Moderate
Massachusetts Extensive
Michigan Moderate
Minnesota Moderate
Mississippi Inadequate
Missouri Moderate
Montana Extensive
Nebraska Inadequate 
Nevada Inadequate 
New Hampshire Moderate
New Jersey Inadequate
New Mexico Inadequate
New York Inadequate
North Carolina Moderate
North Dakota Inadequate 
Ohio Early Stages
Oklahoma Inadequate
Oregon Extensive
Pennsylvania Moderate
Rhode Island Moderate
South Carolina Extensive
South Dakota Inadequate 
Tennessee Inadequate 
Texas Inadequate 
Utah Moderate
Vermont Early Stages
Virginia Inadequate 
Washington Extensive
West Virginia Early Stages
Wisconsin Inadequate 
Wyoming Inadequate
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Affordable Housing: Housing that costs one-third or less of a
household’s income.
Average Wage for Renters: The hourly wage that a typical or
average renter is likely to earn.1
Children Living in Poverty: Children residing in families
whose incomes are at 100% of the Federal Poverty Level
and below. 
Child Well-Being: Measured in the Report Card by food secu-
rity, health outcomes, and educational proficiency.
Doubled-Up: Sharing the housing of other persons due to
loss of housing, economic hardship, or a similar reason.
Early Stages of Planning: Report Card planning score that
indicates that a state has recently established an
Interagency Council on Homelessness and therefore has
not created a 10-year plan to end homelessness. 
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC): A tax reduction and wage
supplement for low- and moderate-income working families
that allows states to provide an economic “boost” to help
reduce child poverty, increase effective wages, and cut taxes
for families struggling to make ends meet. If refundable,
families can receive the entire EITC as a refund even if
they have no tax liability.2
Extensive Planning: Report Card planning score that indi-
cates that a state has an active Interagency Council on
Homelessness and has created a comprehensive 10-year
plan to end homelessness that includes a focus on children
and families.
Extremely Low-Income: Families who earn less than 30% of
the area median income.
Fair Market Rent (FMR): Determined by HUD and includes
the cost of shelter and all utilities except telephones.
Federal Poverty Level (FPL): Used to determine the number of
Americans in poverty each year and to determine eligibility
for various federal programs. Also sometimes referred to as
the “Federal Poverty Thresholds” (U.S. Census Bureau)
and the Federal Poverty Guidelines (Department of Health
and Human Services, [HHS]).
Food Insecurity3: Limited access to adequate food due to lim-
ited financial and other resources.
Food Security:4 Assured access for every person to enough
nutritious food to sustain an active and healthy life includ-
ing food availability (adequate food supply); food access
(people can get to food); and appropriate food use (the
absorption of essential nutrients).
Homeless:5 Children who are:
• Sharing the housing of other persons due to loss of hous-
ing, economic hardship, or a similar reason (sometimes
referred to as doubled-up);
• Living in motels, hotels, trailer parks, or camping
grounds due to lack of alternative accommodations;
• Living in emergency or transitional shelters; 
• Abandoned in hospitals; 
• Awaiting foster care placement;
• Using a primary nighttime residence that is a public or
private place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, a
regular sleeping accommodation for human beings;
• Living in cars, parks, public spaces, abandoned, buildings,
substandard housing, bus or train stations, or similar set-
tings; and
• Migratory children who qualify as homeless because they
are living in circumstances described above.
Homeless Children: Children and youth from birth to age 
18 who are accompanied by one or more parent(s) or 
caregivers. Assumed to reside in families who fall at 50% 
of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL) or below.
Housing Trust Fund: Established by ordinance or legislation
on a state, county, or city level, and targeted to low-income
households. Relies on public revenue sources (e.g., real
estate transfer taxes, interest from state-held funds, docu-
ment recording fees, etc.) to support affordable housing,
including new construction, rehabilitation/preservation,
acquisition, permanent supportive housing, transitional
housing, emergency rental assistance, and services for 
special populations. 
Inadequate Planning: Report Card planning score that indi-
cates a state has not created an Interagency Council on
Homelessness, has an Interagency Council on
Homelessness that has made little progress in planning, or
has drafted a plan that has not been adopted by any agency
or is inactive for other reasons. It also indicates that the
state’s 10-year plan, if they have one, does not mention
children or families. 
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Local Education Agencies: Commonly referred to as school
districts.
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act: Requires that states
ensure that homeless children have access to a free, appro-
priate public education and that school districts provide
data to the federal government.
Medicaid:6 State-administered health insurance program for
eligible groups of low-income individuals and families,
including pregnant women and children under age 6
whose family income is at or below 133% of the Federal
Poverty Level, and children ages 6 to 19 with family income
up to 100% of the Federal Poverty Level.
Middle-Income Children: Children residing in families whose
incomes are at 200 - 399% of the Federal Poverty Level.
Moderate Planning: Report Card planning score that indi-
cates that a state has an Interagency Council on Home-
lessness and has created a 10-year plan to end homelessness
that includes some mention of children and families.
Moderate to Severe Health Conditions: The National Survey 
of Children’s Health indicator used in the Report Card to
describe general health (includes asthma, dental health,
and emotional disturbances). 
National Housing Trust Fund: A permanent program with a
dedicated funding source established under the Housing
and Economic Recovery Act of 2008. At least 90% of the
funding is used to produce, preserve, rehabilitate, or oper-
ate rental housing for people with very low and extremely
low incomes. 
National School Lunch Program (NSLP):7 Federally assisted meal
program operating in public and nonprofit private schools
and residential child care institutions. Provides nutritional-
ly balanced, free, reduced-price, or paid (depending on
family income) lunches to children each school day. 
National School Lunch Program-Eligible Children: Children
residing in families whose incomes are at 185% of the
Federal Poverty Level and below. Homeless children are
categorically eligible for this program.
Presumptive Eligibility: Allows certain places that routinely
serve low-income families (e.g., health centers, Head Start
programs) to enroll a child in Medicaid or SCHIP without
verifying his/her family's income first.  
Proficient:8 One of the three NAEP achievement levels, rep-
resenting solid academic performance for each grade
assessed. Students reaching this level have demonstrated
competency over challenging subject matter, including sub-
ject-matter knowledge, application of such knowledge to
real-world situations, and analytical skills appropriate to the
subject matter.
School Breakfast Program: Provides children with a healthy
breakfast at school that is free, reduced-price, or paid
depending on family income. 
State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP):9 State-
administered insurance program for children residing in
families who fall at 200% of the Federal Poverty Level and
below. 
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and
Children (WIC):10 State-administered federal grant program
that provides free nutritious foods, nutrition education,
and referrals to health and other social services to low-
income pregnant, postpartum, and breastfeeding women,
and infants and children up to age five who are at nutrition
risk.   
Summer Food Service Program: Offers free meals and snacks
at local summer education and enrichment programs in
areas where at least 50% of children are eligible for free or
reduced-price school meals.  
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP): Federal
program that provides financial assistance to help families
purchase groceries. Formerly called the Food Stamp
Program.  
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF): Federal block
grant program administered by state, territorial, and tribal
agencies that provides time-limited income assistance, 
work opportunities, and other services to needy families.
Formerly the Aid to Families and Dependent Children
(AFDC) program. 
Unaccompanied Youth: Young people who are unattached
to families and generally range in age from 16 to about 22
years (e.g., runaway, throwaway, or homeless youth).
Unit (e.g., Emergency Shelter, Transitional Housing, Permanent
Supportive Housing): Housing or shelter for one family.
Very Low Food Security:11 Food insecurity experienced with
hunger, disrupted eating patterns, and reduced food
intake.
Vouchers (Section 8 or Housing Choice): Federal housing 
assistance programs designed to bridge the gap between
household income and rent. 
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